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FOREWORD

MU analysis of the third edition of Sokolovskiy's Military Strategy
compares t to the first, published in 1962, and the second, 1963.

-art'*et_ mat .ott compares the changes through the editions and comments

on change significance and what may be the more striking significance

uf the continuity in many major areas of consideration. An understanding

of the Soviet strategy, as represented by Sokolovskiy's book would seem

essential to enable a strategic planner to properly assess the strategic

requirements of the United States.
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Military Strategy. Edited by Marshal of the Soviet Union V. D. Sokolovskiy
Moscow, kilitary Publishing House, 1968. 464 pages. The Officer's Library
series. 30,000 copies printed. Price: 2 rubles.

The third edition of this work was prepared by the following collective
of authors: (see footnote)

Marshal of the Soviet Union V. 7). Sokolovskiy (director); Colonel V. K.
Denisenko; General Lieutenant I. G. Zav'yalov; General Major V. V. Kolechisky;
Colonel V. V. Larionov, Candidate of Military Sciences, Senior Scientific
Worker; Gereral Major I. D. Milevsky; Colonel G. M. ?Iyrkov; Geiaeral Major
I. V. Parot'kin; General Major A. A. Prokhorov; Colow.l A. M. Shimansky,
Candidate of Military Sciences, Senior Scientific Worker; General Major M. I.
Cherednichenko, Candidate of Milsitary Sciences, Docent; Colonel A. I. Shcbegolev.

This work was prepared for the press by Colonel V. V. Larionov.

In the third edition, materials contributed by Doctor of Military
Sciences, Professor General Colonel A. I. Gastilovich; Colonel A. S. Popov;
and Colonel K. I. Sal'nikov, which were published in the 1st and 2nd editions,
have been used.

Note:
Colonel A. I. Belayev, Doctor of Military Sciences, Professor, General
Colonel A. I. Gastilovich (took part in preparing the seventh chapter),
Colonel A. S. Popov, Colonel K. I. Sal'nikov were listed as authors of
the first and secoud editions.

Advisors were: General Lieutenant P. Ya. Mordvintsev, General Lieutenant
S. P. Platonov, General Major A. N. Strogiy, and General Major N. P. Sygichko.
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EDITOR'S INTRODUCTION

Over a time span of six years -- from the pre-Cuban Missile Confronta-
tiorn period to the preparations for the invasion of Czechoslovakia -- the
three editions of MZiJfta Sptoeigy present perhaps the most descriptive
work available to Western students on Soviet military philosophy and the re-
actions of Soviet doctrine and strategy to changing technology and world
events. As an example of the impact of changes in military weapons systems,
this 1968 edition contains a paragraph not found in the earlier editions:

"Possibilities of averting a surprise attack are constantly grow-
ing. Present means of reconnaissance, detection and surveillance can
opportunely disclose a significant portion of the measures of direct
preparation of a nuclear attack by the enemy and in the very first
minutes locate the mass launch of missiZes and the take-off of air-
craft belcnging to the aggreecor and, at the right time, warn the
political eadership of th,, country about the impending danger. Thus,
possibilities exist not to :.llow a surprikle attack by an aggressor;
to deliver nuclear strikes on him at the right time. ")

The"Frunze Prize" Is awarded each year in the Soviet Union for the best
writing on a military subject. In 1969, five books were nominated for this
coveted prize, one of which was the third, 1968 edition of Marshal Sokolovskiy's
famed Mitita.4 St'tategy. This nomination indicated official approval for the
views presented.

The first edition of Mi.V.ta.'iu S ao..tegy appeared in Soviet bookstores
in the summer of 1962, two or three months before the Cuban Missile Crisis.
The Soviet perceptions of war and peace at that time, which resulted in the
first nuclear confrontation, can be recognized more fully when analyzed in
light of this book. However, few if any United States policy-makers had read
this work at the time the Confrontation took place.

A second edition of Mitiy SXtU.tegy went to press In the Soviet
Military Publishing House--Voyenizdat-- in August, 1963, shortly after the
signing of the nuclear test-ban treaty. This book did not differ in sub-
stance from the first edition.

The third edition of & ..ta(y Stotegy was published in the spring of
1968, at a time when the Soviets were rapidly reaching strategic nuclear
parity with the United States. The "relationship of forces" which Lenin
emphasized so strongly in all his writings was shifting toward the side
of the Soviet Union. The Soviet drive for strategic nuclear superiority
which was first outlined in the initial, 1962 edition of ALta(y St'o.tegy,
was further explained in the third edition.

1. Chapter VI, p. 22.



The translation of Mi a StAtegy which follows makes it possible
for the reader to readily identify various changes of emphasis which occuried
in Soviet strategic thinking between 1962 and 1968. Double lines in the
margin indicate those portions which were added in the secone, 1963 edition,
while triple lines indicate material new in the third, 1968 edition. In
addition, those significant segments dropped from the first two editions
are marked as [Editor's Notes] and placed in the appendix. Thus, the reader
has, in effect, all three editions of Mititg St'uategy.

Much is writter, and published In the United States about the Soviet
Union, as seen through the eyes of United States and other Western authors.
Many try to project into the Soviet structure the identical sltuatiýn that
exists In the United States. Some try to show a split 'etween the Soviet
'hawks' and the 'doves,' or between the Solet military and the Communist
Party. So little is available in the Unli,',d States concerning Soviet doc-
trine and strategy that It is understando'le why United States policy-makers
are surprised again and again by Soviet ;,oves such as che invasion of Czecho-
slovakia or the building of quantities of missiles such as the SS-9.

Although there are many changes in this 1968 edition of MtitoAy St/ategy,
the similarities to earlier editions may be more striking to many readers than
the differences. Essentially, Soviet strategy and doctrine are the same in
1968 as they were In 1962. This Is despite the fact that when the first
edition appeared, Khrushchev was firmly in control, the open polemics from
the Soviet side against the Communist Chinese had not yet begun and the Cuban
Missile Confrontation was still in the future. In 1963, at the time of the
second edition, Khrushchev still retained his leadership. This third edition,
In 1968, appears after almost three and one-half years of the Brezhnev-Kosygin
regime, on the eve of the Czechoslovakian Invasion.

The deletion of words, sentences or entire pages from the earlier edi-
tions are in some cases as interesting as the additions. The changes in this
book -- both the additions and the deletions -- reflect the dynamics of events
over the period from 1962 to 1968. In response to shifting Soviet foreign
policy lines, the third edition refers to France in a relatively favorable
manner. However, West Germany remains, in Soviet eyes, the villian of Europe.
Some emphasis is given to the nuclear submarine,a weapon system the Soviet's
may not have possessed at the time of the first two editions. These changes
denote Soviet perceptions of the different international power situation as
well as advances in technology.

The vital statistics on the three editions of MZitay St).egy are re-
vealing. The first edition was typeset on March 3rd, 1962, printed on April
24th and appeared in bookstores about July or August. The length of the book
was 460 pages. 20,000 c€pies were published at a cost of I ruble 60 kopeks.

The se'ond edition was typeset April 16, 1963, printed August 8th, 1963
and appeareo on sale about December. 40,000 copies were printed, the length
was 504 pages and the cost was I ruble, 70 kopeks each.
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The statistics on the third edition show interesting comparisons. It
was typeset 23 November, 1966, but not printed until November 30, 1967. This
delay in printing was noted in three other books of the 'Officer's Library'
series to which gititA Stua.tegy belongs. They, too, were not approved un-
til late November, 1967, apparently due to the heavy demands for printing
books connected with the 50th anniversary of the Soviet Union which took
place in early November, 1967. Mitita/y Soutegy appeared in Soviet book-
stores in late March, 1968. 30,000 copies were printed. The book was 464
pages long and cost 2 rubles.

Soviet military writings, with the posslile exception of the 1962 trans-
lation of MitaAy S4•.Wegy, are generally unknown to Western readers. Be-
cause of unfamiliarity with the general Soviet military area, the reader may
wonder about the nature of Soviet military writings, the authority and sta-
tus of the authors, and the various military establishments involved. Ac-
cordingly, a brief overview of contemporary Soviet military thought, their
strategy establishment and the nature of their military writings since
1962,are presented In the introduction to the actual translation.

The Background to Contempor3ry Soviet Mllitary Thought

"War is a continuation of politics by other means." When reading this
phrase in Clausewitz' On Wat, Lenin wrote in the margin, "...that is, by
violent means." Soviet military writers today, when quoting this dictum
from Clausewltz, always insert the Lenin modification. Soviet Colonel
Grudinin, Professor and Doctor of Philosophical Sciences, goes on to state:
"This formula Is accurate and scientific In the highest d gree. It was
and remains the stable definition of th. essence of war."

This helps to explain the Soviet concept of military doctrine, which is
defined as "the system of scientifically based views accepted by the govern-
ment on the nature of modern war and the use in it of the Armed Forces, and
also the demands for the preparat on of the country and the Armed Forces for
war which flow from these views."' Doctrine is formulated "by the political
and military leadership of the state" and has two sides, "the soclo-political
and the military-technical." 3 Of the two, the soclo-political is considered
the more Important and always takes first place.

It is important that Soviet milltary doctrine not be confused with mili-
tary science. This latter subject examine5 all military affairs, past, pre-
sent,,and future, and from this "works out the most current methods of waging

1. Grudlr'n, Col. A.I., Professor, Doctor of Philosophical Sciencos, "'On the

Question ui the Essence of War," Red S•tc, 12 July 1966.

2. Vict2'on o6 guic A titaq TeAmu,(Moscow, Voyenizdat, 1965) p, 4!.

3. Zavyalov, I.G., General Lieut., "On Soviet Military Doctrine," Red Statj,

30-31 March 1967.



war.'I'1 Doctrine, which looks only to the future, is formed "with the help
of military science and is based on its conclusions."12 Wherels doctrine
"is a single system of views and directions free from private views and
evaluations,...in military science various and even contradictory points
of view do have a place, with various presentations and hypotheses." 3

Military art is a component part of military science and is divided into
three parts: strategy, operational art, and tactics.

References to doctrine, strategy, military science and military art
are found throughout Soviet military writings. The defense-intellectuals
of the Soviet Union, while consisting of military officers on active duty,
operate under the control and guidance of the Coinmun st Party. Military
doctrine stems from Party decisions, and milltar) strategy must be in ac-
cordance with approved doctrine. These terms have definite meanings and
cannot be used interchangeably.

Sokolovsky'. first edition of Mitit'ry StAategy was noted in Soviet
reviews as being the first work of Its kind in oar thirty-five years. The
last such writing had been A. Svechin's S•ateaigy, published in 1926. The
period between these two publications coincides with the time that Stalin
assumed complete power in the Soviet Union, to his public denunciation by
Khrushchev before the XXII Party Congress in 1961. Strategy had been under
the personal purview of Stalin.

Despite this, military strategy remained of cons!derable Interest to
the leaders of the Soviet Armed Forces. In particular, the military aca-
demies were concerned over the lack of discussion. A.Svwchin, the author
of S•t•Lategy, was on the faculty of the Academy of the General Staff which
was founded In 1936. Like the majority of Soviet senior officers, he was
to die In Stalin's purges. A military strategy course was started at the
Frunze Military Academy In 1935, but was quietly dropped In less than a
year, due to vague objections from "on nigh."

In 1947, while Stalin still was in power, a basic research center was
formed for studying questions such as military economics, the organization
of the armed forces, strategy, operational art and combined arms battle.
This was a post-war development, at a time when Stalin had a macsive nuclear
program underway as well as modernization of certain weapons sytems, parti-
cularly fighter aircraft. The research center was In the Military History
Department of the General Staff, headed by General Major N.A. Talenskly.

1. Sushko,N.Ya., General Major, Candidate of Philosophical Sciences and
Kondratkov, T.R., Lt. Colonel, Candidate of Philosophical Sciances,(editors),
MethodotogicaX Pxobtern6 oJ M &Uaj Theoy and PRaaecaL, (Moscow: Voyen-
Izdat, 1966) p. 91.

2. Ibid., p. 91.

3. Ibid., p. 95.
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After the death of Stalin in 1953, the Military History Department of
the General Staff was drastically curtailed. Military history facilities
at the General Staff Academy, the Frunze Military Academy and at other in-
stitutions were reduced. The era of Stalin appeared to be over, but there
was nothing left to take its place. The military leadership was too uncer-
tain of itself to provide guidance. General Major Talenskiy, formerly one
of the leading Sovlet military theoreticians, left the Military History
Department the following year. Later he became associated with the Insti-
tute of History of the Academy of Sciences, where he actively participated
in Pugwash conferences. For a brief period, Soviet military thought was
in limbo. 1

The XX Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union in 1956
at which Khrushchev made his "secret" speech denouncing the cult of person-
ality, was a major turning point in the development of Soviet military
thought. Military history facilities at the military academies were re-
organized. Within restricted circles discussions took place on various
aspec.ts of military art, science, doctrine and strategy. In the same cir-
cles, classified writings were published. These were associated with the
hydrogen bomb, which the Soviets had exploded in 1953 and the ballistic
missile which they successfully tested in some quantity during the 1955-
1957 period. Analysis was made of the possible use of nuclear weapons,
since maneuvers taking into account their use had been conducted as early
as 1954. A few memoirs of military leaders also appeared.

In Soviet terminology, "a revolution in military affairs" was taking
place. The essence of the revolution was the introduction of the nuclear
rocket weapon into all five services, (',ne of them, the Strategic Rocket
Troops, was created in 1959) and the reultant internal reorganization
necessary for its use. All past Soviet military theory had to be recon-
sidered in light of this revolution in military affairs.

The Soviet military theorists also restudied the role of economics,
as well as the moral-psychological and socio-political factors in warfare.
Military science, in working on the problem placed before it by the Com-
munist Party and the Soviet government on "protecting the vital interests
of the country," "revealed the natum- of a future world war." With this
theoretical base developed, military doctrine was formulated, which soon
was followed by a new concept of military strategy.

At the XXII Party Congress in 1961, Khrushchev publicly broke the
hold that Stalin's ghost had still maintained on the open publication of
military writings. Books and articles, which previously had been classified,
since they differed from the Stalinist concepts, could now be placed in
bookstores. The first edition of MiUaJ. S)t•ategy appeared in the
following year.

1. Pavlenko, N., General Major, MilttiH4y H&46toq JouAnat, #5, 1966. p. 10ff.
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The Soviet Strategy Establishment

The most influential group today associated with Soviet military strategy
is the Military Science Administration of the General Staff. From this group
d wide network reaches out into various areas of the Soviet Armed Forces, guid-
ing military science through a variety of means. These include maintaining close
contacts with the staffs and faculties of military academies and institutes,
and holding conferences on various aspects of military theory.

The "professor-teaciers" of the Academy of the General Staff appear to
have a responsibility for the development of military theoretical studies.
The faculties of other Soviet academies, such as the Frunze Academy and the
Lenin Military-Political Academy, also participate. These academies maintain
close cooperation with other institutions such as the Institute of Marxism-
Leninism (under the Central Committee of the Communist Party), the Institute
of History at the Academy of Sciences and the Military History Institute of
the Ministry of Defense.

Since 1966, "Frunze Prizes" have been awarded annually to the best writ-
ings of "excellent military theory or military history work." On the lU66 list
were General Major A.N. Strogly, General Major A.A. Prokhorov, Colonel V.K.
Denisenko and Colonel V.V. Larionov - all four associated with MiZLtary Strategy.
These annual awards of the Frunze Prize serve as a useful gauge in assessing
the significance of Soviet military publications.

Mgi&'L Startegy, Tactic, and 50 Yeao of the Arwed Forces o6 the USSR
were nominated for the Frunze Prize in 1969. But, for the first time, no
announcement of winners or awaras was made that year. The omission became
even morc curious when 50 Veau o6 the Armed Forces of the USSR won the Frunze
Prize for 1970, One can only speculate that Mititory StAategy may have won
the prize for 1969 and the Ministry of Defense did not want to publicize it,
for some reason or other.

Soviet defense-intellectuals, who vary in rank from major to marshal,
generally are associated with one of the academies or with the General Staff.
Many hold graduate degrees, usually that of "Candidate," a degree somewhat
more advanced than the Master's degree in the United States. A few possess
Doctors' degrees, which are not awarded until the Candidate has proven him-
self an authority in his specialty, and defended a pertinent thesis.

In this latter category are Chief Marshal of the Armored Troops P.A.
Rotmistrov, Professor, and Doctor of Military Sciences; General Major E.A.
Boltin, Doctor of Historical Sciences; and Colonel A.I. Grudinin, Professor,
and Doctor of Philosophical Sciences.

The importance of the degree can be observed by studying the contri-
butors to significant Soviet military books. For example, Tact.ichS, published
In 1966 as one of the "Officer's Library" series, was reviewed in Red Star
as the most significant work of its kind since 1941. All of its authors
were "Candidates of Military Sciences," who also were on the faculty of the
Frunze Military Academy. Another significant book was Methodologic•a Problems

6



o6 MiLtay Theotg and Pu tee, written by members of the faculty of the
Lenin Military-Political Academy. All of its contributors had advanced
degrees, two being Doctors of Philosophical Sciences, and the remaining
thirteen being Candidates of Philosophlcal Sciences. The first edition was
published in 1966 and the second in 1969. V.I. Lenin and the Soviet Atmed
FoAee (1967) which won the Frunze Prize in 1968, was also a work by the
learned men at the Lenin Military-Political Academy.

The Academy of the General Staff has made major contributions to the
development of Soviet military thought through the influence of its pro-
fessors. All three editions of itaq S•tuate.gy single out General Colonel
A.I. Gastliovich, Professor, and Doctor of Military Sciences, who, until his
retirement, was the Deputy Commandant of the Academy. He is specifically
associated with the seventh chapter, "How to Prepare a Country to Repel
Aggression." His close relationship to General Secretary L.I. Brezhnev,
dating from World War II days, will be discussed in the notes to that chapter.

In the postwar years outstanding military leaders have headed the Gen-
eral Staff Academy, such as Marshal M.V. Zakharov, later Chief of the General
Staff and First Deputy Minister of Defense. Zakharov not only was the Comman-
dant in 1945-1949 but he also was reassigned as Commandant in 1963, after being
replaced as First Deputy Minister of Defense. He was then returned to his
former position In the Ministry of Defense when the incumbent, Marshal S.S.
Biryuzov, was killed in an accident.

The contributors to Mititayu St'ateg obviously fit into the Soviet
strategy establishment. The fourteen names associated with this book are
an Interesting group to study. With the exception of one person, the con-
tributors have been the same for all editions. It is little wonder that
Soviet military writings have continuity.

The editor of all three editions was the late V.D. Sokolovskiy who at
the time of his death was a Marshal of the Soviet Union, a Hero of the Soviet
Union and one of the thirty-five military figures who served on the Central
Committee of the Communist Party. He took part in the Potsdam Conferonce,
also in the Moscow and London Conferences and has headed talks in Geneva.
In 1966, he accompanied Premier Kosygin to Tashkent for the settlement of
the dispute between India and Pakistan. In February, 196b, he headed a
delegation to Paris. On May 10, 1968, twenty-three years and one day after
the end of the war with Germany, Sokolovskiy died and his prestige at that
time was reflected in the wide coverage given to his death in the Soviet
press.

Born in 1897, Sokolovskiy planned for an academic life and entered a
teachers' school In 1914. He joined the Red Army in 1918 and became a regi-
mental commander by the end of the Civil War. During the thirties he managed
to escape Stalin's purges, which eliminated over three-fourths of the Soviet
generals. He ended World War II as Zhukov's deputy in Berlin, and was the
Soviet Supreme Commander wten the Berlin Blockade was started in April,
1948. From 1952-1959 he held the post of Chief of the General Staff and
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First Deputy Minister of Defense, (the latter from 1949). In late 1959,
he suffered a heart attack and moved into a less active assignment as a
general inspector of the Ministry of Defense. In this capacity he became
internationally known as a Soviet spokesman and theoretician.

One of the contributors, General Major Cherednichenko, is well known
for his association with Sokolovskiy, with whom he coauthored a number of
significant articles. He is a Candidate of Military Sciences and an Asso-
ciate Professor at the General Staff Academy. On Sokolovskiy's 70th birth-
day, Cherednichenko, writing in the Mi.taky Hiato'uy Jou,'naZ. eulogized
Sokolovskiy as being the key figure in the revolution in military affairs.

"The appearance of the nuclear rocket weapon brought about the
rearming and reorganization of the Soviet Armed Forces. This in turn
required the reexaination of many positions of military doctrine. At
the same time questions of strengthening the combat cooperation with
the armies of socialist countries were resolved. Such was the funda-
mental content of the work of the General Staff and its Chief --
Marshal of the Soviet Union Sokolovskiy."

General Lieutenant I.G. Zavyalov also has been one of the authors of
all three editions of Mititaioy Sra;tegy. In 1965, Red Star published a series
of his articles entitled "Speed, Time and Space." In March, 1967, at a time
when this 1968 edition of AU-it•wg Stw.tegy was at the publishers, Red StOA
carried his two-part article, "On Soviet Military Doctrine."

Marshal Sokolovskiy and his group represent not only the view of the
Ministry of Defense, but also that of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party. MLCitA&'y SYtutegy, re-issued as a book of the "Officer's Library"
series, does not have an exact counterpart In the United States. It reflects
the official military view of the Marxist-Leninist ideology of the USSR.

These defense-intellectuals of the Soviet Union all are in uniform.
They occupy a favored place in the military structure and their writings are
directed by the political-military leadership. What have they produced?

Soviet Military Writings Since 1962

The significance of the first edition of Rititaky S-tutegy was noted
in the Soviet press as well as by many observers in the West. There were
a number of reasons for it being the first work of its kind published in
the Soviet Union since Svechin's Sta-teqy in 1926. During the long regime
of Stalin, there was little Intellectual substance permitted in Soviet mili-
tary writings. After his death, military theoreticians cautiously began to
publish works concerning the changes in warfare brought about by the nuclear
weapon. Official encouragement was given to the discussion and a number

1. Cherednichenko, M.I., MttdaAy HiJ6tory Jouwnal, July 1967, p. 50.
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of writings are reported to have appeared in the classified journal,
MLLtta Though.t.

After Khrushchev's de-Stalinizatlon speech at the XXII Party Congress
in 1961, the Sov.,ft defense-intellectuals were given the task of transform-
ing the thinking if the Soviet military forces from World War II concepts
to nuclear warfr e. Mitatrij St~Uotegy opened the .'loodgates. The late
Marshal Malinovskiy, former Minister of Defense, directed:

"Military newspapers and magazines, and Voyenizdat, our military
publishing house, can and must do a great deal for the thorough ex-
planation of the nature of the revolution in military affairs and
the resulting demands produced in the training and education of per-
sonnel of different branches and services of the Armed Forces...

"The task of propagandizing the progressive views and conclu-

sions of Soviet military doctrine is highly important because some
units of military personnel still live with old, outmoded notions
about the nature of modern warfare." I

The requirement was given to the Soviet military press in 1963. A
HZtoluJ o0 MitW4 Wt by Chief Marshal Rotmistrov appeared that same year,
a book which in the main was concerned with past wars. In early 1964, Soviet
Mitita~y Scienee was published. This book stressed the doctrine of strategic
nuclear rocket strikes, of surprise and of the importance of the beginning
period of the war. It was a logical continuation of the first two editions
of MiZto.y StA.tegy. However, before it was fully studied and analyzed in
the United States, Khrushchev was ousted, and Soviet XU$tax. Science was
erroneously considered as being out-dated. Some foreign analysts, suspect-
ing that Khrushchev had been the architect of Soviet nuclear philosophy,
anticipated a major shift in Soviet military strategy arid doctrine after
a new Soviet regime was installed.

One of the first Indications of trie military policies of the new
Brezhnev-Kosygin period was contained in the Problems o6 the RevotuLion in
Mifita~y A66"L 4. This book actually was typeset while Khrushchev was in
power. Within one week of his ouster, it was sent to the printers with
all references to Khrushchev deleted. This collection of articles, orig-
inally published either in Red Sta$, the Ministry of Defense's daily news-
paper, or Communi6t oi the Amued Force4, (the offi ci, fortnightly magazine
of the Main Political Administration), appeared in 1965. The military phil-
osophy represented in this book was the same as that given in Soviet Military
.Se.ence, which had been published the year before.

1. Marshal of the Soviet Union Rodion Ya. Malinovskiy, "The Revolution
in Military Affairs and the Task of the Military rress," Commnuniz6t o6
the Akmed Forcez, November 1963, #21, p.9. This same article also is con-
tained in Problems o6 the Revotwton in Mit&tay Affou, (Moscow, Voyen-
izdat, 1965), PP. 3-7. For an English translation, see: Kintner, W.R.
and Scott, H.F., The Nuclear Revolution in Soviet MiLitaýqj Affairs,
(Norman, Oklahoma, University of Oklahoma Press, 1968), pp. 17-21.
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This same view was echoed in Soviet military journals and newspapers.
General Major Bochkarev published "On the Character and Types of Wars in
the Modern Era" in June, 1965. "On the Nature of World Nuclear Rocket War,"
by Lt. Colonel Ribkin, also appeared in the Communiwt oa the A'med Fokce
later in the year. Professor General Colonel Lomov published an article
in the same journal entitled "The Influence of Soviet Military Doctrine
on the Development of Military Art" in November, 1965. There was no diver-
gence in basic doctrine and strategy found in these articles from that which
had appeared in books and articles published during Khrushchev's time.

In 1965 the Soviet press announced a series of books which would be
published as the "Officer's Library" and listed seventeen titles. By 1968
the last of the series had been published. All are identically bound with
"Officer's Library" In gold letters on the cover.

The wide readership expected for these books Is indicated by the number
of copies published. The "tirazh" for this 1968 edition of MWitWy Stkategy
is 30,000. Mauizm-Leninizm on War and the A'umy, another book in the series,
ran 50,000 copies, The books listed in this library provide an excellent
insight into the organization, strategy, doctrine and personnel policies of
the Soviet Armed Forces. One of the purposes of the series is the "self-
education" of the Soviet officer.

Each of the publications - even the excellent DictionaAy of Basic Miti-
tacyJ TeAw - stresses the Soviet doctrinal and strategic concepts of war in
the nuclear age. TazctAc, reviewed in the Soviet press as the first work
of its kind since 1941, examines "the basic questions of the tactics of com-
bined arms battle in nuclear rocket war. MLZita/y Psychology, published
ip 1968 as part of the "Officer's Library" series, lists as its purpose "the
preparation of the soldier for nuclear rocket war." 2

Soviet books published outside of the "Officer's Library" series contain
the same nuclear emphasis on strategy and doctrine. Volume VI of the HZstory
oa the Grea~t Pat'Aotic Wa., 1941-1945, completed In 1965, devotes the last
section to nuclear doctrine and strategy. The Prgrazm o6 the CPSU and the

eDenen o6 the Socait FatheAtland, available in 1965, follows the same
theme. Methudotogicat Pwobtems o6 MWtitmy Theory and Practice, 1966 and
the revised edition, 1969 was edited by General Majnr Sushko. This same
General Sushko also edited the 1965 and 1968 editions of MoAxLm-Lenini4m
on War and the A'uy. V.I. Lenin and the Soviet AAmed Foree6, first published
in 1967, was again published in 1969 in a second edition. One of the latest
books is Army oa the Soviet6, written by S.S. Lozotskiy and published by the
Political Literature Publishers. Lototskiy and his group just happen to be

1. General Major V.G. Reznichenko, Candidate of Military Sciences,(editor)
Ta4Lc., (Moscow, Voyenizdat, 1966), p. 2.

2. Colonel M.I. Dyachenko, Candidate of Pedagogical Sciences, (editor),
i.taAy NPsychology, (Moscow, Voyenizdat, 1967), P.3.
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General Lieutenant Lototskiy, Head of the Department of the History of Wars
and Military Art at the Frunze Military Academy, and ten of the department
associate professors. All of them have advanced degrees in either military
or historical sciences.

The composing editor of AZ.tWqy Stutwegy, Colonel V.V. Larionovwrote
an article in the Institute of the USA's new journal USA: Econormi, Po1Lte.,
Ideotogy, in the March 1970 issue. This recently formed Institute is headed
by Georgi Arbatov. !t ,ppears Colonel. Larlonov, a long-time worker in the
Military Science Admini.tration of the General Staff, has retired and is con-
tinuing his research of the United States in the Academy of Sciences' Insti-
tute of the USA. General Colonel N.A. Lomov has written an article in the
April issue of the same magazine and appears to be a consultant of the Insti-
tute. Lomov has for years written on military doctrine and taught that same
subject for many years at the Academy of the General Staff.

This movement of military defense-intellectuals to 'civilian' research
institutes of the Academy of Science was urged by Sokolovskiy himself several
years ago. Sokolovskly was writing of RAND and the Hudson Institute in the
United States and of the British Instltute for Strategic Studies. RAND was
called "an original factory of military thought." 1 The Soviets consider mili-
tary strategy as a social science and there is some evidence that the 1967
decrees upgrading the emphasis on the social sciences has caused the Soviet
Union to develop some RANDs of their own in the Academy of Sciences, in parti-
cular.

The Development of Soviet Military Thought

Soviet strategic thinking and military developments appear to proceed
along certain planned lines. A new Hie6tvty o6 Mitaq A•t, publi3hed in
1966 and written jointly by the staffs of the Lenin Military-Political
Academy and the Frunze Military Academy, declares:

"Three stages can be distinguished in the development of the
Soviet Armed Forces and military art after World War II: the first
encompasses the eight postwar years, 1945 - 1953; the second, the
end of 1953-2959; and the third stage which began in 1960."

General Major Cherednichenko,writing in the June, 1970,issue of the
Military H.6tory Jowtno2, in an article entitled "On the Details of the
Development of Military Art in the Postwar Period," uses the same periodi-
city. He further describes the first period as "pre-nuclear" and the second
period, beginning in 1954, as "nuclear". He then subdivides the latter
into two parts, from 1954 to 1959 and from 1960. The first stage of the
nuclear period concerned the gradual introductior of the nuclear weapon
into the services, and their accumulation, which caused changes in strategy,

1. Sokolovskiy, V.D. and Cherednichenko, M.l., Communizt o6 the A.med Force4,
#7 April 1966, p. 59.
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operational art and tactics. After listing the many instances of what the
Soviets consider as United States "aggressiveness", Cherednichenko remarks:

"The Soviet Union could not remain indifferent to these facts.
The Supreme Soviet of the USSR at its IV session in 1960 adopted
important resolutions on the further strengthening of the defense
capability of the country. These questions were given serious at-
tention at the XXII Congress CPSU."

Cherednichenko gives Interesting details of the development of mili-
tary art during this whole period. He ends with this conclusion:

"In conclusion it must be stressed that the development of mili-
tary art in the postwar era has taken place at ever increasing tempos.
and that our military art at the end of the period under review
arrived at the most advancod position in the world. This fact must
be noted that serious changes in military art have taken place with
definite periodicity, at an average of each 6 to 8 years. At the
base of theee lay the substitution of the basic types of weapons
with more powerful weapons. ",

The official doctrinal guidelines, stated in 1963 and before, were
as follows:

"The Party reached the conclusion that the Armed Forces and the
country, as a whole, must prepare for a war in which nuclear weapons
will be widely used; which will represent a decisive, classic collision
of two opposed world social systems; and which will be distinguished
by unprecedented violence, dynamic force and high maneuverability
of combat operations.",2

The above was written when Khrushchev was in power. Four years later
in 1967, a new regime had been installed but the guidelines remained the same:

"Now all military organizations and methods of waging war are under
the determining influence of the nuclear rocket weapon. By possessinq
colossal destruction and strike possibilities, it produced a fundamental
revolution in military affairs and demanded absolutely new methods of
fighting actions."

1. Cherednichenko, M.I. General Major, Candidate of Military Sciences,
M4.tLt•y Hi.6toiLj Jou~auti, #6, June, 1970, p. 19.

2. Sbytov N.A. General Lieutenant, Candidate of Military Sciences, "The
Revolution in Military Affairs and Its Meaning," Red StoA, Feb. 15, 1963.

3. Zavyalov, I.G., General Lieutenant, op. cit.
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An even more authoritative article, written by Marshal of the Soviet
Union A.A. Grechko, the Minister of Defense, which presented the latest
documentation of Soviet military doctrine. He wrote:

"In contempora:-y circumstances, the most important principles of
combat, operational and political training of Armed Forces' personnel
have been predetermined by the positions of Soviet military doctrine,
according to which a ?,-w world war, if it is unleashed by the imperi-
alists, will be a decisive clash of two social systems in which the
coalition of socialist countries, united by common political ond mili-
tary goale,will oppose the aggressive imperialist bloc. The main and
decisive means of conducting battle will be the nuclear rocket weapon.
In it, 'classical' kinds of weapons will find application. In certain
circumstances, the possibility is admitted of conducting combat actions
by units and subunits with conventional weapons.

"We have given much aitention to the judicious combination of the
nuclear rocket weapon with 'classical'armaments. From strategic nuclear
rockets to the latest fiz ing means of motorized infantry -- this is the
range of our weaponry. Personnel of the army and navy lear,2 to wage
combat operations both in conditions of the use and without the use of
the nuclear weapon. It is important to decide all study tasks so that
the soldier will be always ready to successfully operate in the battle-
field in circumstances that take shape in different ways., ,

This same idea appeared both In KomrunwLt, the theoretical journal of
the Central Committee CPSU, and Commrunit o6 the A'uned Forces in articles
by Marshal Grechko.

Soviet theoreticians carefully point out, however, that "military doc-
trine is not dogma, is not an unchangeable, eternal category." 2  Soviet
writers are careful to caveat each position. "Our doctrine views nuclear
war as skorotechnaya -- short and swift-moving. At the same time it recog-
nizes definite circumstances by which war might take on a protract,'d char-
acter."13 Or again: "While giving special significance to the preparation
of the country and the Armed Forces for world war which the monopolistic
circles are preparing, our military doctrine takes into account the possi-
bility of tht unleashing of local, limited wars also by the imperialist
aggressors."' Essentially, Soviet military doctrine is concerned with
world nuclear rocket war, but each discussion recogiiizes the possibility
of a different category of war.

i. Grechko, A.A., Marshal of the Soviet Union, Cornmunit o6 the AAtmed Forecez,

#7 , April, 1970, p. 21. See also: Komrmnwvt, February 1970.

2. Sushko, N. Ya., General Major, op. cit., p. 85.

3. Ibid., p. 86.

4. Ibid. p. 87.
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Miti St eg: Points of Revision

The ouster of Khrushchev in October, 1964, the meeting of the XXIII
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union in 1966, the events in
Vietnam, the six-day war in the Middle East and advances in weapons systems
-- any of these events could have been sufficient to have warranted an up-
dating of Mit=y StAa-tegy. The Soviet editors themselves note in their
foreword: "Strategy...cannot remain Indifferent to various political and
technological-econmic shifts calling for more finite definition of estab-
lished strategic concepts."

The editors also call attention to the changes and additions that have
been introduced in this edition of MiLitaty S•VLa•tegy. As itemized in the
foreword, they are:

"a. A number of positions of the book have been supplementarily
improved in light of the decisions of the XXIII Congress of the Com-
muni8t Party of the Soviet Union.

'1b. A few more precise definitions of a factual nature, mainly
concerning the second chapter.

"c. 2he social and political essence of world nuclear war and
questions of the categories of war in the modern era are revealed
a bit more broadly.

"d. The basic ideas of the revolution in military affairs and
its reflection in strategy are indicated.

"e. Necessary, more precise definitions in questions 4f the
leadership of the Armed Forces have been introduced."

The first reason for the new edition has considerable significance.
The first edition of MiJLtay StAa•teoy had appeared in 1962, within one
year of the meeting of the XXII Party Congress in 1961. The timing of its

1. For those who have read the first edition of ML&.taq St'wizegy In one
of the English translationis, rereading the sections which have remained
unchanged since 1962 may prove a surprise. This is because, first of all,
the Soviets have published several explanatory dictionaries since that
date which have more precisely defined some of their terms. Among these
have been: The Dtieona. y o6 Ba4ic M.itaAy TeAm6,(Moscow; Voyenizdat,
1965) and The Expanataoty o iXctionaAy o6 gMtitay TeA. (Moscow, Military
Publishing House, 1966) and The En9tith-_Ru.dian MZ6Ue and Space Diction-
a/Lj and the EngotWh-RU. ian Mii..tay Veo'akyt (Moscow, Voyenizdat,,1966
and 1968.) These have permitted a clearer meaning than was possible in
the earlier translation. Also, in the years that have passed since the
first edition, many obscure references have become quite clear with the
passage of time.
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appearance can be compared with the third edition, which actually was type-
set In 1966, shortly after the meeting of the XXIII Party Congress. The
decisions approved in the meeting of the Party Congress were given in of-
ficial reports and discussed in a number of articles by military theorists.

The fact that the 1968 edition of Witaty St'atey was put into draft
form shortly after the XXIII Party Congress is indicative of the political
military relationship in the Soviet Union. Military strategy ;s subordinate
to military doctrine, and both reflect the military aspirations of the Com-
munist Party.

The second reason, "concerning the second chapter," may be the portion
most Interesting to the United States' reader. This entire chapter is devoted
to apparent Soviet perceptions of the Armed Forces of the United .'ates and
of the Western European NATO nations. Also, this single chapter contains
the greatest number of changes between the 1968 edition and the two earlier
editions. Of particular Interest is the discussion concerning the parti i-
pation of the United States In limited wars.

The third stated change, in which "the social and political essence of
world nuclear war and questions of the categories of wars of the modern era
are revealed a bit more broadly," Is a subject of great Interest to the
political and military leadership of the United States. Since 1962 there
has been consIderable discussion among the Western defense intellectuals
about the strategy of "flexible response" and of Herman Kahn's theory of
"iescalation."1 Also, there have been theoretical discussions about whether
"controlled" nuclear war could take place without developing into all-out
war. At the other end of the spectrum is the type of war that the United
States has fought in Southeast Asia. Most of the discussions on this sub-
ject are given In Chapter II, and treated as being theories developed in
the United States.

"The revolution in military affairs" is referred to in the fourth change
listed by the editors. Dozens of articles and a number of books published
in the Soviet Union since 1962 have described the revolution in military
affairs in detail. 1  The official Soviet %xplanatooy DiV.tonaty o6 Mt•&.t.v.
TeAM defines this rzvolution as follows:

"The whole sum of fundcmental, qualitative changes in the means
of armed conflict, of methods of combat actions, in the organization
of troops, their training and education, which has come into being in
the last fifteen years in the more developed countries relative to
science and industry and which is pfimarily connected with the crea-
tion of the nuclear rocket weapon.11

1. See, for example, Kintner, W.R. and Scott, H.F., op. cit.

2. Explanatory V•Wonary o6 ,ZZitary TeAms, op. cit., p. 393
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The fi'fth change is "the question of the leadership of the Armed- Forces."
The treatment given this subject is indirect and only occasionally is obvi-
ous to the reader. In one example, the text in the first and second editions
had read as follows:

"... raising the morale even to the highest level does not
guarantee victory, but merely provides better prospects for it.
These prospects still must be converted into reality; this is the
problem of military strategy."

Jin the third edition, this last sentence is changed as follows:

"These prospects still must be converted into reality; this is the
problem of the military and political leadership during a war."
(underlining added)

In addition to this background information, each of the chapters that
follows in the actual translation of ZtaAty St~ategy will be preceded by
further introductory notes. These will be In the same 'modern type' as this
introduction, in order that they not be confused with the actual Soviet text.
It is hoped that this will provide some clarification and assistance to
the reader exposed to Soviet military writings for the first time.

Readers of .Z~aty Strategy should recognize from the outset that
Soviet military theoreticians think in patterns which differ from those
to which the non-communist world is accustomed, As the Soviet editors in-
dicate, their work proceeds "from a Marxist-Leninist understanding oF the
essence, causes and conditions of the origin of war in the modern era."
They write "from the point of view of the Marxist-Leninist dialectic."

The military-political strategy of the Soviet Union affects every
facet of American life. Yet, somehow, this strategy seems little under-
stood in the United States. It has been said that "the cardinal sin in
military leadership is to fail to recognize the nature of your probable
opponent." Although the vast majority of Americans hope for lasting peace
with the Soviet Union, the fact remains, as testified again and again in
hti.• #y St.A'.tegy, that the Soviet military writers regard the United States
as the leader of the "imperialist bloc" preparing for war against their
country.

We must understand the ideological aspects of Soviet military thought,
and its conditioning through the dialectic of Marxism-Leninism. We also
must understand their military strategy and doctrine, which has been pre-
sented so well by the late Marshal Sokolovskiy ard hts associates. Through
these insights we can better appreciate the development of their weapon
systems and concepts of deployment. Unless we gain this understanding, it
is highly Improbable that we can successfully negotiate any agreement with
the Soviets towards meaningful arms reduction or arms control.
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EDITOR'S NOTE.ON THE FOREWORD AND INTRODUCTION

The 1968 edition contains a comoletely new foreword. Also included,
for reasons not clear, is the "Foreword to-the Second Edition." It is Pat
customary practice in the Soviet Union to include the foreword to a previous
edition in a new edition. 'In the case of Mititaky StAategy, the foreword
to the thi'rd ed,*:'c'in is rather bland and straightforward. It gives the
reasons for the'new edition (already noted), and advises that the book is
to be included in the "Officer's Library" series where "it must serve as a
self-instruction textbook for a broad group of Soviet officers."1

The, foreword to the sec)nd edition, on the other hand, i's reminiscent
of Khrushchev banging his shoe on the rostrum of the UN. It also gives a
background that is most interesting, stating that the first edition was
subjected to much discussion, both i-n the press, at the General Staff
Academy and at military science societies of the Main Staff of the Ground
Troops and elsewhere.

The inclusion of the foreword to the second edition reminds that "the
book MiZRUawy St'ategy created a great deal of interest in readers at home
and abroad. It was translated and published in a number of socialist and
capitalist countries."

With pride the editors in the second edition call attention to "the
repercussions which the book caused in the press of a number of capitalist
countries." The late Marshal Malinovskiy, former Soviet Defense Minister,
is quoted: "The be,'t method of defense is to warn the enemy of our strength
and readiness to smash him at his very first attempt to commit an act of
aggression... .This is why we do not hide our points of view on the nature
of future war and the means of conducting it, but present them in this book,Mi£.tary Strategy." i

Perhaps to .he disappointment of the Soviet leadership, the second
edition of MiZtfay St'cttegq was not translated and published in the United
States. In fact, none of the many books on military subjects published by
the Soviets since 1962 are available in English in the United States.

The introduction to the third edition contains only two sentences that
are new and neither are particularly significant. More interesting are the
paragraphs omitted from the previous editions.

The reader of the 1968 edition, for example, is not told that MZCtwy
Stcategy! was the first book of its kind in the Soviet Union since the publi-
cation of St'autegq, by A. Svechin, in 1926. This was one of the several
items dropped from the previous introduction. Also, the editors did not
include the statement that: "Many basic positions oc Soviet military strategy,
especially those stated during the postwar period, have been influenced
strongly by the cult of personality of I.V. Stalin," and that Stalin "in-
tentionally distorted the concepts of a whole sezries of questions of mili-
tary strategy."
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FOREWORD TO THE THIRD EDITION

Four years have elapsed since the second edition of MilitaryStrategy
appeaied in print.

In the 'interim, the world has seen a namber of international events,
niew successes have been achieved in the national economy and political deyel-
opment of our country and in? other countries of the socialist community, new
milestones have been recorded in the development of the world's scientific
and technical progress.

Over the course of these years, the aggressive trend in the policy
of world imperlalism has .been intensified, a trend very 6learly expressed
in the foreign policy, course of the USA.

In 1964., American imperialism overtly intervened in South Vietnam.
Simultaneously, armed provocations by the USA did not cease in other regions
of Asia, and Africa, and in Latin America, while ,nuclear claims and mili-
tarization on the part of West 'Germany have been intensified.

During the same period, the USSR demonstrated its steadfast desire
for-speace and the prevention of a thermonuclear world war as well as a firm
resolution to foil aggressors,' schemes; toward that end, it raised, in every
possible way, the combat readiness of its Armed Forces and their technical;
,equipment. The;,Soviet Union announced its resolute support of the VietnameSe
people, fighting for their freedom and independence, and is rendering them
all round, assistance.

In 1965, the, successful fuliillment of the Seven-year plan contri-
,buted to the consolidation of our country's defense power, and the combat
readiness of our Armed Forces.

In titch, 1966, the XXIII Congress of the Conmunist party of the
Soviet Union convened; it laid down P. new Five-year development program for
SoViet 6ociety, in its advance toward conmunism. The Congress debated devel-
opment probleis in industry, agriculture and transpovt, and in raising con-
,sumer ý-?ds production efficiency; it condemned subjectivism and voluntarism
iithe minagement of the national economy.

The decisions of the Congress and the heroic effort of the Soviet
peopae in fulfilling the new Five-year plan will contribute to a further con-
SolidUton of this country's economic power and its defensive potential.

Daring these years, our country's scientific-technical progress has
been marked by new successes in the production of high-strength materials,
in the automation of production processes and control of them, in outer-
space research, and in a number of other spheres of science and technology.

Strategy, being closely related to the international and domestic con-
ditions of the country, mindful of the achievements in scientific-technolo-
gical progress and achievements in the development of combat means and mili-
tary equipment, cannot remain indifferent to various political and technologi-
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cal-economic shifts calling for more finite definition of established stra-
tegic concepts.

The authors also took cognizance of the fact that this book would
be included in the "Officer's Library" Series, and that it must serve as a
self-instruction textbook for a broad group of Soviet officers.

Many congratulatory responses, recommendations, and criticisms were
addressed to the authors' collective by individual readers, authors, and
creative organizations in our own and in socialist countries abroad. All
[such material] was carefully studied and considered during the preparation
of the third edition of this book.

As a result, in the new edition, when compared with the preceding
edition, the following changes and additions have been introduced.

(1) A number of theses of the book have been expanded in the light
of the decisions rendered at the XXIII Congress of the Communist party of
the Soviet Union.

(2) More specific definition of a factual nature has been introduced,
mainly witb regard to Chapter 2.

(3) Somewhat more light has been shed upon the social and political
essence of a nuclear world war and on the question of categories of war,
in the modern age.

(4) The fundamental facets of the revolution in military affairs and
its reflection in strategy are shown.

(5) Necessary corrections in the question of leadership of the Armed
Forces have been introduced.

When compared with the Second edition, the authors have made abridge-
ments in the interests of compactness of material and the exclusion of a
few repetitions.

The authors' collective expresses their sincere gratitude to all those
readers and organizations who took an active )•art in reviewing the second
edition of this book; the authors will gratefully accept all suggestions
which may arise from the reading of this edition. I
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FOREWORD TO TEE SECOND EDITION.II

After publication of the first edition of Military Strategy, the
collective of authors received many cowents and suggestions- a significant
part of which were considered in the preparation of this edition. The book
Military Strategy created a great deal of interest in readers at home and
abroad. It was translated and published in a number of socialist and capi-
talist countries'.

The authors are not inclined to consider all 'of this as- evidence of
their personal merit, but as the result of the natural interest of readers
in the questions of military strategy in general.

The repercussion which the book caused in the press of a number of
capitalist countries is also fully explainable. The politicians and mili-
t~ry ideologists of imperialism did not find to their liking the unmasking
of their criminal plans for preparing a new world war or the fact that the
book exposes the aggressive nature of the military strategy of contemporary
imperialist governments. Moreover, they would have liked to see the Soviet
Union .and other socialist countries defenseless in the face of danger of
attack so that it would have been possible to conduct their aggressive
policies and to dictate their will on other countries and peoples with im-
punity. But with respect to the peoples of the socialist countries, such
policies are not suitable. The socialist countries have no intention of
attacking anyone; however, they also give no illusion to the enemy of their
unpreparedness to repulse such attacks.

As the Minister of Defense, Marshal of the Soviet Union R. Ya. Malin-
ovskiy writes, "... We are not adherents of the well-known military aphorism:
attack is the best form of defense. On principle, this does not suit the
socialist states, which are peace-loving by their very nature. We propose
another: the best method of defense is to warn the enemy of our strength and
readiness to smash him at his very first attempt to commit an act of aggres-
sion." 1

This is why we do not hide our points of view on the nature of future
war and the means of conducting it, but present them in this book, Military
Strategy.

Set forth 'here, moreover, are the material, moral, and political
possibilities for checking aggression -- and the means to repel it -- right
up to the camplete smashing of the forces which encroach upon the peaceful
labor of the Soviet people and on the labor of the peoples of the brotherly
socialist countries. Naturally, all this caused hostile comments and slan-
derous attacks by several Western press reviewers. And this should have
been expected.

In the Soviet Union, the book was subjected to discussion in a
number of newspapers and periodicals and at readers' conferences. It was dis-
cussed in the General Staff Academy, the military science societies of the
Main Staff of the Ground Forces, the Central Club of the Soviet Army imeni
M. V. Fruuze, and a number of other institutions. Many critical comments
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V were expressed to the authors of the book and they were given much useful
advice. The collective of authors greatly appreciates this advice and
expresses its gratitude to all persons who took part in the criticism and
discussion of the book.

At the same time, for a number of reasons, the authors could not
accept all of the reviewers' suggestions without exception.

In particular, the collective of authors wS reproached because the
definition of military strategy given in the book contradicts its objective
character as a science. Indicating the objectivity of laws which operate
in the sphere of armed conflict, some Opponents consider as irregular the
statement that military strategy represents a system of scientific know-
ledge concerning the conduct of armed conflict in the name of definite class
interests.

Of course, there can be no agreeing with this, because military stra-
tegy, based on the objective laws of economic development, as well as on the
development of military equipment and the means of combat, investigates the
ways and means of armed conflict in the interest of state policy, which is
formulated by the ruling class in a given country. The undeniable depen-
dence of strategy on policy signifies the party spirit of that science. To
refrain from the definition given in this boot would mean to slip back on
the objectivist position of evaluating the role and missions of military
strategy.

The authors did not find it possible to agree with the recommendation
of some reviewers to exclude from the scope of military strategy the inves-
tigation of the problems of directing the preparation of the country for
war. Such a recommendation was motivated by the idea that military strategy
apparently should concern itself only with investigating the problems of
leadership of the armed forces and that the military preparation of the coun-
try is, they say, a political matter.

Can one thus mechanically divide these two interdependent facets of
a single leadership process? For it is known that the defensive capability
of a country finds its expression first of all in the combat readiness of the
armed forces, which represent the most important element of the military
might of the country.

Consequently, the investigation of the problems of leadership in the
preparation of the country to repel aggression, as well as the problems of
the leadership of the Armed Forces, should also enter into the mission of
Soviet military strategy.

Nor can there be any agreement with the recommendation to exclude from
this work the principles of operational art and tactics, since the presence
of these principles supposedly broadens the framework of the book to the
entire limits of military art.

Actually, the authors touch upon these aspects of military theory to
some degree in the work to illustrate the close interdependence and inter-
relationship of all component parts of military art. This is necessary
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because military strategy is the leading branch of milita•••t t. Opera-
tional art and tactics develop on the basis of the goals and content of stra-
tegy. Thne elucidation of operational and tactical problems Just to prove
this principle, in the opinion of the authors, not only is not superfluous,
but also is necessary.

The authors

I)

Footnote

1. P. a. MajiHHOBCiM. ,1H3ATeAibHO CTOZTB Ha cTpaxe MHpa, MOCKBa,
BoeHHsAaT, 1962, CTp. 25.
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INTRODUCTION

In the Program of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, the
basic directions have been determined of the struggle to build a
communist society in the USSR.

In presenting to the Soviet people tae majestic tasks of economic,
political, and cultural development, the Ccmmunist Party announced as
the main aim of its foreign policy the securing of peaceful conditions
for the building of communism in the USSR ana the development of a world
socialist system. The guiding principle of foreign policy of the Party
and the Soviet government is the struggle for peaceful coexistence of
countries with different social structures; for general and complete
disarmament, for banning the nuclear weapon, a struggle to exclude world
war from the life of society.

All this has found new confirmation in the work of the XXIII Con-
"gress of the Communist Party and its decisions. In line with this, the
CPSU proceeds from the premise that forces have formed and are growing
in the world which are capable of preserving and strengthening peace.
Confirmation of this is the fact that the ideas and policies of peaoeful
€e6bxistence are shared by a larger number of people and that it wins newer
and newer victories with each day.

The conclusion of a treaty banning nuclear testing in the atmosphere,
outer space, and underseas which meets the vital interest of all peoples,
represented a great, practical success in the solution of international
problems in the spirit of the principles of this policy.

Valuing highly the effect of this agreement on reducing interna-
tional tension, the sense of reality, at the same time, cannot be lost.
It should be considered that the cessation of nuclear testing, while
opening favorable prospects for the quest for further steps in the name
of peace, at the same time does not signify disarmament, cannot halt the
process of accumulating a reserve of nuclear weapons, and does not elimi-
nate the danger of unleashing a thermonuclear war by the imperialists.

Therefore, in the struggle to prevent such a war, the Soviet Union
cannot rely on the "good will" of imperialists, but relies, first of all,
,on the might of the sociaaist camp and on the continually growing pre-
ponderance of the forces of peace over the forces of reaction and war.
Having outstripped capitalism in a number of the most important branches
of sciences and technology, socialism placed in the bands of the peace-
loving peoples the mighty materia4 means for checking any imperialist
aggress ion

The success of the world socialist system, which is becoming the
decisive factor in the development of human society, the bankruptcy of
the colonial system, the unsolvable contradictions of the capitalist
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camp, and the desire of the peoples of the world for peace, clearly
show the legality of the historically unavoidable downfall of the obso-
lete world system of imperialism. This strongly motivates the imperi-
lists, primarily those of the USA, to forestall the imminent destruction
of their own dying system and, by means of war, to change the development
of world events so unfavorable to them. It is for this reason that
modern imperialism threatens the peace and security of nations.

Imperialist countries openly procl'im their mad plans to liquidate
the Soviet Union and other socialist c6untries through a new world war.
To do this, as before, they engage in a frenzied armaments race, allo-
cate additional funds to military budgets, and undertake practical steps
to prepare for an attack against the USSR and other ;countries of the
socialist community.

Taking this into account, and in order to secure the safety of
the USSR, our Party is taking all steps to strengthen the defensive
powers of our Motherland and to increase the combat readiness of the
Soviet Armed Forces.

The Program of the CPSU states: "The internal conditions of the
Soviet Union do not require the existence of an army. However, as long
as there remains a military threat from the imperialist camp, and a
complete and general disarmament has not been achieved, the CPSU deems
it necessary to maintain the defensive power of the Soviet state and the
combat readiness of its Armed Forces at a level which would guarantee
the total destruction of any enemy who would dare to infringe upon the
Soviet nation."1

In the light of these requirements, the profound study of the
Marxist-leninist theory of war and armies and the mastery of all areas
of military knowledge on the part of the Soviet military leadership
acquires great significance. One of the real, problems of theoretical
military preparation of military cadres is, at the present time, a study
of the theory of military strategy as a leading branch of military art.
[Editor's note # 1]

The appearance in the armaments of modern armies of weapons of
mass destruction and especially with development and perfection of the
nuclear rocket weapon requires a thorough review of many positions of
military strategy. However, this natural phenomenon; caused by the
development of arms, is much easier to master by comparing it with past
strategic concepts and by studying the development and the theory of
military strategy. For a wide Soviet readership and for military theo-
retical preparation of young officers this work, presenting the general
concepts of military strategy, clarifying the nature and conduct of
modern warfare, the preparation of the country and the armed forces for
war, and the direction of the development of armed forces, may be a
useful book and guide.

These considerations have guided the authors of the present work.
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This book consists of eight chapters in which we examine, in
order, the rise of the concept of miitary strategy, its position via-

". 4, -Dolitical factors. and of what.
is the nature and content of the. military strategy of modern imperialist
countries directed toward the preparation of World War III. We give a
short description of the development and present state of Soviet military
strategy. We show the -basis of -mi-litary strategy of the le-iding - api-
talist countries of the world, arising from the present state of the
means of' armed conflict, military-politicai and economic conditions; we
also .show the views. .of bourgeois .military theoreticians regardii% the
nature And conduct of modern warfare. We deal with the development of
armed forces, with preparation for war, with organs and- methods of stra-
tegic l-eadership of military forces and also. show the part played by
the services of the armed forces and service arms in modern warfare.

This book is intended for a wide circle of readers.

27 J
J4



:E TUORVS-•S NOTE QON' CHAPTER 1I

This, chapter, "General Concepts,: General Information Regarding MilI-
tary Strategy," may be surprising t ,spome scholars who have attempted to
6f&i~yze 'Soviet po'l-i cies- over the pasit several years. l't is almost iden-
tical to 'the two earlier editions;

Before giving detailed attention to the chapter, as well as to the
revisions contained throughout thebook, ,an understanding of the exact
mdaning of "military strategy" may help pl; ,the entire translation into
more meaningful context. According to SoVieL theoreticians:

"MILITARY STRATEGY is the higher area of military art which represents
a system of scientific knowledge of the laws of war as an armed con-
fi ct in the interests of definite classes. On the basis of the
studying of the postures of military doctrine, the experiences of past
wars, military and political conditions, the economic and moral pos-
sibilities of the country, new means of battle, and the views of the
probable enemy, military strategy investigates the conditions and
nature of a future war, works out methods of its preparation and con-
duct, the bases of the strategic use of the services of the armed
forces and also the bases of the material and technical maintenance
of the leadership of war and the armed forces.

"MILITARY STRATEGY in the conditions of modern war is becoming the
strategy of deep nuclear rocket strikes in combination with the actions
of all the services of the armed forces with the task of the simul-
taneous defeat and destruction of the economic potential and the
armed forces of the enemy throughout the whole depth of his territory
for the achievement of the goals of war in a short period of time.

"MILITARY STRATEGY, which occupies a subordinate position in respect
to military doctrine, works out and investigates the concrete questions
concerning the character of a future war, the preparation of the coun-
try for war, the organization of the armed forces and the methods of
waging war.

"MILITARY STRATEGY is in close correlation with operational art and
tactics - in relation to which it is leading, since it determines the
general goal of actions, forces, mlans and methods of solving problems.
The mutual conditionality of all component parts of the theory of mili-
tary art and the leading position of military strategy is explained
by the fact that in war each separate success is subordinate to a
common goal. Soviet miŽýitamr strategy is guided by the advanced
scientific theory of Marxism-Leninism which allows the knowing and
the correct use of objective laws which determine victory. Military
strategy in imperiaList countries is directed at preserving and con-
solidating the obsolescent capitalist system and at a struggle with
the advanced and progressive system of human society the social-
istic."
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With this definition in mind, a glance at the table of contents of
the book, MZtooty Strategy, shows that each of i-ts eight chapters examines
one facet of the overall definition. The chapters are:

1) General Concepts
2) The Military Strategy of Imperialist Countries
3) The Development of Soviet Military Strategy (1917-1945)
4) The Nature of Modern War
5) Problems of the Organization of the Armed Forces
6) Methods of Conducting Warfare
7) Preparing a Country for the Repulsion of Aggression
8) Leadership of the Armed Forces

The "general concepts" of military strategy, as given in this chapter,
remain largely unchanged from the earlier two editions. "The laws of
strategy are objective and apply imipartially to both hostile sides:" An
important element "is the question concerning the nature of a future war."
Major attention still must be given-"to the scientific basis of planning,"
which considers political factors, scientific and technical accomplishments
and the "preparation of the territory of a theater of military operations."

As already noted, in defining military strategy, the authors state that:

"WMLaU y stWategy under cond~ionz o6 modern warare becomes
the stwategy o6 deep nucear %ocket strikue in conjunction with the
operations o6 ac sexvices of the waied 6orces in oider to effeet a
.simultaneows defeat and destruction o6 the economic potentiae and
wwxarmed 6orce.6s throughout the enemy terrUtoty, thus accompWhing the
waL aims within a shoxt time peaiod."

The 1968 edition adds the following:

"Quite natwtaLy, the question here i6 st'ategy o6 nuclear
rocket war% and this definition does not re6fect the nature and the
taws o6 wax without the. use o6 the nu~cea weapon."

This is of particular interest to military theorists in the United
States. In chapter two, the authors discuss United States military concepts,
such as "Flexible response' and 'escalation." Also discussed, as foreign
concepts, are various types of limited wars. Soviet military writings on
their own doctrine and :trategy deal largely with nuclear war. There is,
however, always the caveat that they must be prepared to fight "with or
without the use of the nuclear weapon.":

It is probable that this first chapter is in consideration part the
work of General Lieutenant I. G. Zavyalov, listed as one of the fourteen
countributors. In March, 1967, after this 1968 edition of AU&taAy Strategy
already was at the printers, Red Stak carried General Zavyalov's article,
"On Soviet Military Doctrine." The article was of particular interest in
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that reference was made indirectly to antibailistic missile defense. The
General noted that "we recognize not passive but active defense, built on a
new technical basis brought about by the appearance of modern means of waging
war - defense directed primarily against the means of nuclear attack of the
enemy.."

Another probable contributor to this same chapter is Colonel V. V.
Larionov. The discussion of "strategic maneuver," by simply retargeting
nuclear strikes, is very similar to Colonel Larionov's article, "New Means
of Fighting and Strategy," which appeared in Red Sta,% in April, 1964. In
the third issue of the new Soviet journal, USA ECONOMICS, POLITICS, IDEOLOGY,
published by Arbatov's Institute of the USA, Colonel Larionov published an
article,, "The Strategic Debates," Colonel Larionov appears to be part of
the Institute specializing in study of the United States. His past associa-
t!ons with military doctrine and MLt~a, y StAategy should make him a
valuable contributor in his new position.
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CHAPTER I

GENERAL CONCEPTS

GENERAL INFORMATION REGARDING MIL17ARY STRATEGY

The rise of the Concept of Military Strategy. The modern concept
of military strategy as a science did not arise all at once. As we know,
the formation of any system of concepts is preceded by a process of accu-

mulation of information; V. I. lenin pointed out that man goes from
experiment to theory.

Military experience of many years, which also served as man'ssource of knowledge of the phenomena of war, was the-prime mover in the

development of military strategy.

When society was divided into classes and professional armies
1 appeared, wthe development of antago-meo n
IInistic society.. Often the head of the state was also the military leader.

His military expeditions, victories, and defeats were at first simply
recorded by chroniclers. As military experience accumulated and factors
of military history could be compared, people began to arrive at a con-
clusion concerning the recurrence of certain phenomena of war; they began
to generalize and to formulate certain principles and rules. However,
initially these generalizations did not take any definite form or system.
Despite the fact that the generals of classical antiquity such as Alexander
the Great, Hannibal, and Julius Caesar, as well as others, entertained
definite concepts of the art of conducting war, these concepts never went
beyond private generalizations and conclusions.

The first attempts to systematize the accumulated military exper-
ience took place in the First through Fourth Centuries, A.D.

In ancient Rome and Greece at approximately the same time there
appeared the first military works touching upon the questions of strategy.
[The word "strategy" comes from the Greek "c-pa-nyfa%"-"general" or "leader
of troops."] Among them should be noted the "Instructions to Generals"
of Onisander and "Brief Exposition of the Principles of Military Affairs"
of Vegetius. Even though these treatises dealt mainly with the training
of troops and with tactical art and skill, a certain place in them ip de- 4

voted to the art of conductiag war as a whole.

The Middle Ages, until the 16th Century, contributed little to the
formulation and development of military strategy as a science. F. Engels
characterized this as the "barren period."

In the beginning of the 16th Century, the Italian Machiavelli made
a serious attempt to put forth the factors pertaining to the conduct of
war. Based on generalizations of the experience of generals of classical
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antiquity, he wrote, his "Dell' arte della guerra" ("On the Art of War").
In this treatise: in, the form of a dialogue, he gave recommendations

about the organization and the principles of forming a national militia
army to replace the mercenaries, about the role and the principles of
the formation of cavalry and artillery, as well as some general require-
ments for generals for whom the author felt it indispensable to be famil-
iar with getaphy, the theater rof operations, and military art.

However, in bourgeois military history the birth of scientific
knowledge of war is usually attributed to the middle of the 18th Century,
when the Englishman Henry Lloyd, serving in Russia, in his introduction
to the history of the Seven Years' War systematized and put forth a
number of general theoretical concepts and principles of military strategy.
From this time on,. in military literature strategy is increasingly fre-
quently described as a system of knowledge including the most general
concepts of war and becomes identical with military science.

In this manner, similar to philosophy, which at first included
the totality of man's knowledge of nature and society, military strategy
in its initial development occupied in the area of military knowledge
the position of the science of sciences, and until nearly the end of the
19th Century is defined as the "synthesis and integration of the entire
military field, its generalization and philesophy" [1].

By this time, in other social sciences the process of differen-
tiation of knowledge was already in full swing. This lag was fully jus-
tified for bourgeois militaj. y science, which considers any military
theories only as a product of the creativity of individual geniuses.

The appearance of new methodology in the study of the phenomena
of war is connected with the birth of the Marxist dialectic method which
opened new vistas for the determination of laws governing the changes in
the nature of war and methods of its conduct.

The founders of this scientific method, K. Marx and F. Engels,
showed that the development of industry, the construction of railroads,
the appearance of new types of weapons and equipment determine the
changes in the organization of armies, the development and perfection
of theoretical military concepts, and, consequently, the necessity for
a more concrete study of the problems of war.

Contrary to the concepts of the bourgeois military school, life
itself soon showed that all the problems of preparation and conduct of
armed conflict cannot be placed within the framework of strategy alone;
already by the middle of the 19th Century independent sciences began to
be formed in the realm of military knowledge. As a result of this process,
strategy at first evolved from an all-encompassing military science into
tactics, artillery, and fortifications. Subsequently, the expansion of
the scope of war made necessary the developwnt of military geography as
an independent branch of military science. Still later evolved military
administration, and, by the beginning of our century, the theory of
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operational art, which, incidentally, has found clear expression only in
Soviet military science.

Thus, the limits of research and the series of problems constituting
the study of the theory of military strategy, uere gradually formed and
the concept of military strategy as a science was born.

The formulation of military strategy as a system of knowledge was
the direct result of generalization of the experience of leadership of
the armed forces in the course of preparation and conduct of wars on a
strategic scale. However, military strategy is not only the result of
generalized experience but also includes theoretical predictions of pos-
sible conditions, of methods of couducting armed conflict and the lead-
ership of war in the future. Therefore, the theory of strategy is today
inseparable from practice.

On the b-sis of the experience of practical leadership of the
armed forces, changes in the realm of military equipment and means of
conflict, and also data of training and maneuvers of troops, the theory
of military strategy is constantly enriched and developed. The daily
practice of strategy serves for it as a criterion of the correctness of
newly advanced concepts and determines the way of its development.

In this manner the unity and interrelation of theory and practice
in the realm of strategy have decisive importance -. the dialectic pro-
cess of their mutual enrichment and development.

This unity is most clearly expressed in wartime when the theory
of preparation and conduct of military operations on the strategic scale
becomes fused with the practice of the strategic leadership of war.

The Role of Strategy in Military Science. The complexity and
diversity of the phenomena of armed conflicts studied by military science
require exact scientific classification of military disciplines, i. e.,
the relative position of each of them in the over-all system of military
knowledge.

The modern classification of military knowledge is based on the
classification of each branch: first, according to the scope of military
operations, and second, according to the service of the axmed forces.

Hence, 3.n the classification of military science the determining
discipline is the theory of militazy art whose subject is the nature and
methods of military operations of various scopes, both in the aggregate
and as applied to each separate service of the armed forces, and each
branch of service in particular.

The theory ofIlSovietllmilitary art as applied to military opera-
tions of various scales is dividrd into strategy, operational art, and
tactics.
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Bourgeoidý,military art is divided into two basic parts: strateg
and tactics. Al~ng With this, bourgeois military literature uses the
term "grand Straiegy." In the British Field Service Regulations, "grand
strategy" is defined as "the art of most efficient application of the
entire powers of the state."

Strategy occupies the leading place in military art.

The theory oi- strategy deals with the use of all Imilitarj lforces
and means of a country in war. This means that one of the problems of
military strategy is the development of general foundations for the uti-
liiation of various services of the armed services and the coordination
of their efforts aimed at the achievement of a common military and polit-
ical objective. At the same time, the theory of strategic utilization
of each of the services or the armed forces, resting on a common basis
of a unified strategy, works out concrete forms and methods of application.

Strategy is closely connected with operational art and tactics.
As copared to them, military strategy leads, since it determines the
general aim of the operations, the forces, and the ways and means for
solving the problems at hand. The mutual dependence of all component
parts of the theory of military art and the leading position of strategy
are explained by the fact that in war each- individual success is subor-
dinate to the overall aim. It is for this reason that the tactical prin-
ciples must correspond to the aims of operational art, which in turn are
determined by strategy as a whole.

Modern strategy cannot develop without taking into account econom-
ical, political, and scientific and technical factors. Its prognoses
must be based on modern accomplishments in mathematics, physics, chemistry,
cybernetics, and other sciences; without which the problems of prepara-
tion and utilization of armed forces in war cannot be solved. Therefore,
military strategy is-closely connected with other social and natural
sciences.

The need for a close connection between strategy and other sci-
ences is also determined by the fact that some technical sciences which
are more closely related than others to the sphere of military production
receive general and sometimes even concrete tactical and technical assign-
ments from strategy, for construction of new types of weapons and other
forms of military equipment.

The Content of Military Strategy. The content of strategy is not
constant. Its neture changes depending on the dfinition of the subject
of strategy which has built up at a given time, the problems put to mili-
tary strategy by the state policy, and possibilities of the material and
moral type, i. e., the forces and means placed at the disposal of' strategy.

In accordance with the political aims of war, one of the problems
of military stratepy becomes the study of the laws of armed conflict
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derived from theoretica analysis of military experience on the strategic
scale taking into account the state of military affairs. One of the main
problems of dtrategy is the study of the conditions and of the nature of
future' war and develoPment of methods and forms of its conduct. Hence,
strategy must deteimine the composition of the forces and the means neces-
sary to accomplish, the aims placed before it, and consequently the general
direction of the development of the armed forces and their preparation for
war. Anothr problem of strategy is the development of material and tech-
nical bases for ar.ed conflict and the leadership of armed forces. All
these problems must be examined by strategy in conjunction with a de-
tailed study of the attitudes and potential of the probable opponent;
the opponent's strategic views are also included in the 'study of strategy.

From the above considerations the scope of the theory of military
strategy includes:

- the laws governing armed conflict which are inherent in strategy;
- the conditions and nature of a future war;
- the theoretical foundation of preparation of the country and of

the armed forces and the principles of military planning;
- the services of the armed services and the basis of their stra-

tegic utilization;
the fundamentals of civil defense; II

- the methods of conducting armed conflict;
- the basis of the material and technical support for armed conflict;
- the bases of leadership of military forces and of the war in general;

and
- the strategic attitudes of the probable opponents.

In order to give a more complete exposition of the content of
military strategy we should at least briefly illuminate the problems com-
prising each of the enumerated subdivisions.

Military strategy cannot claim the status of a science if it is
not indeed based on the knowledge of the historical development of the
laws of war as an armed conflict.

The fact that the development of the ways and means of armed con-
flict is subject to definite laws was proven as early as 1851 by F. Engels,
who wrote [2]:

"A prerequisite of the Napoleonic method of war was increased pro-
ductive capacity; this will also be the prerequisite of each new improve-
ment in the conduct of warfare."

The laws of strategy are objective and an ply impartially to both
hostile sides.

This can be confirmed by the strategic principles formulated in
his time by V. I. lenin. His general principle, stating that war is a
universal test of the material and spiritual resources of each nation,
that wars are won by those who have greater resources, the greater source
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of' forces and support among the masses, and that in each war, victory in
the final count is. stipulated by the spiritual state -of those masses who
shed their blood on. the field, of battle, applies in the same measure to
either of the belligerents.

The knowledge or the general laws of armed conflict makes it pos-
sible for the military leader to foresee the nature of military events in
a future war and to use these laws- successfully in conducting the war,
rationally directing the efforts of the armed forces. This is the sub-
jective aspect of the use of objective laws.

In this manner the elucidation and study of the laws of armed con-
flict have great practical value for military leadership in the preparation
and conduct of military operations on the strategic scale.

The next important element in the content of military strategy is
the question concerning the nature of a future war. Here, strategy exam-
ines the conditions and factors which at the given historical moment deter-
mine the nature of future war, the distribution of military and political
forces, the quality and quantity of the war materiel, the military and
economic potential, the probable composition and potential of opposing
coalitions and their geographical distribution.

In studying the nature of the war proper, strategy devotes atten-
tion to the basic means of its conduct, the duration, the intensity, and
the geographical scope.

I11In accordancell with the nature of future war, military strategy
examines thellIquestions ll of preparation of the armed forces for war, where
the main attention is given to the scientific basis of planning, taking
into account political requirements, economic potential, and scientific
and technical accomplishments; the organization of strategic intelligence;
the composition of the armed forces required to solve strategic problems;
the compostion and method of preparation of strategic reserves; the accu-
mulation of materiel reserves, and the preparation of the territory as a
theater of military operations.

In examining the services of the armed forces, in regard to their
structure and application, military strategy studies the factors which
determine the structure and interrelation of the services of the armed
forces, the requirements put to them in connection with the changing
political and strategic aims of war as well as changing conditions, the
tasks and problems of the services of the armed forces in a future war,
the principles and perspectives of their future development.

An important part in the content of military strategy is played
by the study of the methods of conducting war. In studying these problems
the theory of strategy develops general concepts concerning these methods
and their dependence on the factors which most strongly influence their
change and development.
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The main attention of military strategy is directed to studying
the conditions under which a future war may arise, a detailed study of
the peculiarities of the strategic deployment of the armed forces, the
methods of delivering the first strike and conducting the first opera-
tions,. as well as the method of strategic utilization of the different
services of the armed forces.

The principles of determining the general volume of the materiel
requirements for war as a whole, and in dependence on the forms of stra-
tegic operation, are studied on the basis of the material and technical
supply of the armed conflict. Attention is given to the organization of
the strategic rear area including questions of the location of rear-area
of the armed forces and the bases for the planning and adoption of con-
crete measures for the materiel and technical support for an armed conflict.

In examining the bases of leadership of the armed forces, military
strategy touches first upon the leadership of the war on the whole; it
determines the possible organs of strategic leadership, their organiza-
tional structure and function, and the principles and methods employed
by each individual country and military coalition for the control of the
armed forces.

In examining the strategic views of the probable enemy, military
strategy turns its attention to what sort of military and political aims
he might pursue in future war and what his economic, military, and moral
potentials are for this. In addition, strategy studies the view of the
enemy on the character and methods of conducting a war, the build-up of
armed forces, and the preparation of the economy, population, and the
territory for war.

Such is the content of the problems examined in the theory of
military strategy. The concrete study of each question assures the neces-
sary depth of perception and makes it possible for the study of strategy
to develop scientifically based recommendations for the leadership of the
armed forces in preparing for war and during its waging.

The practical part of military strategy includes the activity of
the higher military and political leadership, the supreme military com-
mand, and the higher headquarters, concerned with preparation of the
country for war, and with the organization and realization of the 'strategic
operations of the armed forces during the entire war, as well as at vari-
ous stages and theaters of military operation. Starting with the theo-
retical data of military strategy and based on the actual conditions of
the strategic situation, these organs undertake a series of measures
aimed at the preparation for and successful conduct of armed conflict.
These measures include:

II"- the development of a strategic concept 11and practical realization
of plans dealing with the preparation of the country for war,

- practical guidance of the preparation of the armed services
for war,

- the leadership of the armed forces during the war.
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To sum up, the following definition of military strategy can be
given.

Military strategy is a system of- scientific knowledge dealing with
the laws'of war as an armed conflict in the name of definite class inter-
ests-. Strateg,-- on the basis of military experience, military and
political conditions, economic and moral-llpotential Htbf the cuuntry, new
means of combat, and the views and Ilpotentia~lllof the probable enem, --
studies the conditions and the nature of future war, the methods for its
preparation and conduct; the services of the armed forces and the foun-
dations for their strategic utilization, as well as foundations for the
material and technical support and leadership of the war and the armed
forces.

At the same time, this is the area of the practical activity of
the higher military and political leadership, 'of the supreme conmand,
and of the higher headquarters, that pertains to the art of preparing a
country II and the armed forces II for war and conducting lilthe war. 1II

The Content and Nature of Military Strategy Under Conditions of
Modern Nuclear Rocket Warfare. As is known, the development of technical
means Vof armed conflict has considerable influence on the nature of war
and military strategy.

The appearance of the nuclear rocket weapon radically changed pre-
vious concepts of the nature of war. Modern nuclear rocket war in its
destructive and death-dealing potential cannot be compared with previous
wars. Mass application of nuclear rocket weapons makes it possible within
a very short time to force a country from the war, or a number of countries,
even those with relatively large territories, well-developed economies,
and populations on the order of tens of millions.

There is an immeasurable increase in the spatial scope of modern
war. The almost unlimited range of the means of delivery of nuclear
weapons gives modern war such an infinite scope that the boundaries be-
tween the front lines and the rear areas are erased, eliminating the pre-
vious concept of the theater of military operation.

Military strategy under conditions of modern war becomes the stra-
tegy of deep nuclear rocket strikes in conjunction with the operations of
all services of the armed forces in order to effect a simultaneous defeat
and destruction of the economic potential and armed forces throughout the
enemy territory, thus accomplishing the war aims within a short time period.

Quite naturally, the question here is of the strategy of nuclear
rocket war and this definition does not reflect 'khe nature and the laws of

'war without the use of the nuclear weapon.

In the light of this definition a whole series of previous princi-
ples, norms, and rules, which had been considered definitive for military
strategy as late as World Wars I and II, are now radically revised or
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lose their significance altogether.

The ancient and extant principle of concentrating the forces
and means in the decisive -direction requires a radically new approach.
In all previous wars the concentration of decisive effoits in the-main
direction, was accomplished by increased conr.centration of ,men and equip-
ment on a relatively limited sector of t), ground front; today this can
be achieved, obviously, by massed strikes of the nuclear rocket weapon.

Concentration of troops at the areas of breakthrough and the for-
mation in these relatively narrow front sectors of high troop densities,
as employed as recently as World War II, now are fraught with grave con-
sequences. Moreover, there is no longer a need for it, since continuous
fronts have become a thing of the past, and the concept of penetration
has lost its significance. The greatest importance is now acquired not
by the direction of the main strike but by the areas of maximum effort,
since nuclear strikes can be simultaneously delivered in many directions
throughout the entire enemy territory, and also by the exact calculation
of the forces and means on the objectives of the strikes, the sequence,
and the time of the strikes against them.

Under conditions of nuclear rocket war, the strategic principle of
the economy of forces appears in a new light. It is apparent that when
the very outcome of the war depenkds largely on the number and the effec-
tiveness of the application of effort at the very beginning of the war,
it is hardly reasonable to count on using the potential capabilities of
a country and to reserve a large part of the forces for conducting military
operations during later periods or the war. An overwhelming majority of
military theoreticians in the highly developed countries of the world are
coming to such a conclusion.

In the military strategy of previous wars a large role was always
attached to the principle of partial victory. It was considered an irrefu-
table fact that a general victory in war consisted of a number of local
successes on various fronts and in various spheres of military operations.
Modern strategic means of armed conflicts which are located in direct sub,
ordination to the high commands, and which make it possible to achieve
decisive results in gaining victory in war often without utilizing the
forces and means of the tactical and operational element, speak in favor
,of the position that now partial success can be dependent on success of
a general strategic nature.

Thus, strategy, which in the past was nourished by the achievements
of tactics and operational art, now is given the possibility to attain,
by its own independent means, the war aims regardless of the outcome of
battles and operations in the various areas of armed conflict. Conse-
quently, over-all victory in war is no longer the culmination, nor the
sum of partial successes, but the result of a one-time application of the
entire might of a state accumulated before the war.

The changes which are introduced into strategy by the appearance
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of new means of armed conflict touch not only upon the principles and rules
of military strategy, but also upon the basic strategic categories.

Thus, the concept of a theater of military operations has changed
completely. In the classic definition, a theater of military operations
was a territory or aquatory in which direct military operations took
place. The boundaries of such a theater were determined primarily by the
aims of the armed conflict in the given theater and by the range of the
weapons, which until World War II rarely penetrated beyond the operational
rear areas. Thus, the strategic rear area and the entire territory of the
belligerent country beyond these boundaries were not part of the theater
of the military operations.

The development of long-range bomber aviation and the appearance
of nuclear weapons especially that of ICBM's have significantly changed
the concept of a theater of military operations.

%he modern concept of a theater of military operations may include
the entire territory of a belligerent or coalition, whole continents,
large bodies of water, and extensive regions of the atmosphere, including
space. On this basis, the traditional theaters of military operations can
be grouped together: western, near eastern, far eastern, etc. Thus, the
zone of military operations is no longer limited to the firing range of
weapons, since the latter is almost unlimited. This zone can be deter-
mined, depending on the boundaries of the continent or body of water as
well as on the location of strategic targets subject to attack.

Strategic offense and strategic defense as forms of strategic oper-
ations under conditions of nuclear rocket war have lost their previous
significance. They played a major part when the resolution of the main
aims and problems of war was accomplished by ground troops with the coop-
eration of aviation (in coastal areas, with that of the navy), and the
main basis of waging war was ground-front operation. Under conditions of
nuclear rocket war, the resolution of the main aims and problems of war
will be accomplished by strategic rocket troops, by delivery of massed
nuclear rocket strikes. Ground troops with the aid of aviation will per-
form important strategic functions in a modern war: by rapid offensive
movements they will completely annihilate the remaining enemy formations,
occupy enemy territory, and prevent the enemy from invading one's own
territory. The strategic operations of other services of the armed forces
will consist of the following: the national PVO troops will protect the
country and groupings of the armed forces from the nuclear strikes of the
enemy; the navy will perform military operations in naval theaters aimed
at the destruction of enemy naval formations, the disruption of enemy
naval communications, and defense of one's own communications as well eas
the coastal areas from strikes from the sea.

The strategic offense and srategic defense as forms of strategic
operations can retain their significance in the event wvr is waged by
conventional means in certain types of local wars, the probability of
which cannot be excluded in contemporary conditions.
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Nuclear rocket weapons have introduced substantial changes in the
concept of strategic deployMnt.

The concept, existing up to World War II, of strategic deployment
of armed torces as a complex of successive planned carrying out of meas-
ures designed to cover, mobilize, concentrate, and deploy the armed forces
in the theater of military operations, executed in a time of threat or at
the start of the war, has obviously become obsolete.

Today most of these measures can be accomplished beforehand, so
that they need only be completed in a time of threat.

Thus, the rew concept of strategic deployment is a process of cre-
ation of strategic formations of armed forces prior to the outbreak of
war, according to a war plan and to the conditions of its unleashing.
An important part in this process is played by increased military pre-
paredness of the armed forces.

Perfection of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons to their
target, their great range, and the ability to be retargeted in a short
period of time from one target to another, change the previous concept
of strategic maneuver. This was previously defined as the creation of
the most favorable formations of forces and materiel in a theater of
military operations or a strategic direction; today the essence of a
strategic maneuver, obviously, consists in the creation of favorable
conditions by the shift and concentration of nuclear strikes for the res-
olution of the main problems and aims of war, as well as for the achieve-
ment of srategic results by all services of the armed forces.

The realization of strategic maneuver in the past war was accom-
plished by moving large commands and formations by rail and motor trans-
port from one front or theater of military operations to another. The
high vulnerability of communications and the lack of time necessary for
such regrouping make these maneuvers difficult to accomplish and in a
number of instances inexpedient.

Consequently, strategic maneuvers under conditions of nuclear
rocket war can be defined as the shift of effort from one strategic di-
rection or objective to another, mainly bytf ire ;and maneuver with nuclear
weapons. Maneuver in the old sense may find application primarily within
theaters of military operation by the ground, aviation, and naval forces.

The above basic principles and categories of military strategy
confirm the rationality of those radical changes which have been intro-
duced into strategy by the appearance of new means of armed conflict.

These are the general principles of military strategy touching
upon the definition of concepts and the position of strategy in military
science, its content, and those changes produced by the appearance of
nuclear rocket weapons.
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"Strategy and Politics

The Dependence of Military Strateg on Politics. In determining
the essence of war, Marxism-Leninism uses as its point of departure the
position that, war is not an aim in itself, but ohly a tool of politics.

In his remarks on Clausewitz' book, On War i V. I. Lenin stresses
131 that "politics is the reason, and war is only the tool, not the other
way around. Consequently, it remains only to subordinate the military
point of view to the political."

The acceptance of war as a tool of politics also determines the
interrelation of military strategy and politics, which is based on the
principle of the full dependence of the former on the latter'.

These scientific Marxist concepts are and were opposed by the
representatives of the bourgeois metaphysical approach to war, who deny
the class nature of war. They are inclined to see the causes of war in
the "psychological makeup" of man, in the overpopulation of the earth
(Malthusians and neo-Malthusians), and in racist geopolitics

Such theories always played into the hands of extreme militarists,
who deny the dependence of military strategy on politics. This idea was
defended, in its time, by the German military writer Friedrich von Bernhardi
who asserted for example that politics "must adapt its demands to mili-
tary exigencies and contingencies" [4]. The German military ideologists
of World War I, von Schlieffen and von Ludendorff, trying to justify their
militaristic aspirations, and contended that politics, having accomplished
its business by starting the war, could retire at the beginning of hos-
tilities to the position of a passive observer.

The views of the bourgeois military theoreticians of the past find
adherents even among military ideologists of present-day imperialism.

Thus, the English military theoretician Kingston-McCloughry writes
[5]with regard to the Clausewitz formula:

"Take his famous statement that 'war is the continuation of politics
by other means' (violent means) and examine it in the light of modern con-
ditions. In the event of nuclear war nothing would be further from the
truth than this statement. Such a war, in the event of its unleashing,
would mean the end of all politics and complete mutual annihilation."

He finds an echo in pursuing the military political field of West
Germany's Rendulitsch, a former Hitlerite general, who in the article
"Armament Changes Politics" declares that: "...atomic weapons have intro-
duced radical changes into the form of war and its relation to politics°..
Atomic war has lost its meaning as a tool of politics."

It is quite evident that such views are a consequence of a meta-
physical and unscientific approach to such a social phenomenon as war, and
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are a result of idealization of the new weapons. It is well known that
.the essence of war as a continuation 'of politics does not change with
changing technology and armament. Conclusions to the contrary were re-
sorted to by the military ideologists of imperialism in order to justify
their preparation for a new war and to subordinate the development of eco-
nomics, science, and technology to the service of military organization.
In their opinion it is not the civil, but rather the military organization
which, hand in hand with science, has taken the leadership into their own
hands.

At the same time, regardless of such declarations of individual
authors, bourgeois military science recognizes the dependence of war and
military strategy on politics. True, bourgeois politics in this case is
represented as the expression of the interests of society as a whole,
which in reality is not the case. Thus, the class essence is removed
from politics and it assumes the form of a national, primarily foreign,
policy. However, in a society composed of antagonistic classes, such a
policy cannot be pursued, since as V. I. Lenin pointed out, politics out-
side the classes and politics independent of classes does not exist.

The dependence of military strategy on politics finds the most
varied expressions. The influence of politics affects the determination
of general and particular strategic aims, and the general character of
state Strategy, and on the selection of forms and methods of conducting war.

V. I. Lenin declared that the nature of the political aim has a
decisive influence on the conduct of war. Indeed, the political aim deter-
mines the just or unjust nature of war, and this influences strategy in
a radical manner, since in one case the strategy is supported by a whole-
hearted endorsement of the war aims by the population, and in the other
case these aims cannot be shared by the people, and this changes the rela-
tionship of the people toward war, :iight up to revolutionary withdrawal
from it.

Depending on the extent of contradictions between the states or
coalitions of states,the political aims of a war vary in their decisiveness.
The most decisive political and, consequently, strategic aims are pursued
in civil or revolutionary class wars. The wars between states with dif-
ferent social systems, the highest form of class struggle, are particularly
decisive. In wars between states with the same social system, when there
are no class antagonisms between the opponents, the political and strategic
aims, as the experience of imperialist wars shows, are usualily limited. In
the course of such wars, long before economic and military exhaustion of
the belligerent states, compromises of various types are possible. A
strategy of this nature is characteristic for wars in which both sides
pursue predatory aims.

The subordination of military strategy to state policy determines
not only the nature of strategic aims, but also the general nature of
strategy.
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For instance, the policy of capitalism as an outmoded structure
consists of the desire to &stave off its inevitable downfall and to prevent
the natural development of the world on the road to socialism.

Being by nature adventuristic and reactionary, the policy of the
imperialist countries gives birth to military strategy founded on adven-
turistic calculations. Such a nature° of strategy causes an underestimation
of the laws of armed conflict, of the constantly operating factors, and
of the role played by the popular masses, and aims to use- the combination
of political and strategic factors for the purpose of treacherous attacks
in violation of international treaties and agreements.

The general nature of military strategy is strongly influenced by
the prevailing or general line of state policy. The existence of this idea
makes military strategy firm and consistent. FQr instance, the general
line of the policy of the CPSU, whose essence was so graphically expressed
in the Program of the party, is the building of communist society. On the
r~ad to the achievement of this aim, our country must survive various
battles, some of them, as shown by historical experience, with drawn sword.
Soviet military strategy directed by such a clear and noble idea acquires
the necessary direction and consistency.

We can cite another example in which politics is unable to provide
strategy with a leaning idea, or when the idea is reactionary in its essence.

This applies to the policy of Czarist Russia which in the first half
of the Nineteenth Century was guided by the reactionary iLea of a struggle
with, a bourgeols revolution. Hoping to preserve the outmodea feudal-serf
system, Russia appearea as the gendarme of Europe. The doom of the back-

1 ward social structure of Russia affected not only her politics ana ideology
Ibut also her military strategy.

The nature of military strategy is often influencea by such factors
as the general historically accumulated national and political traditions
of a country. For instance, Britain in its foreign policy always adhered
to a clearly pronounced policy of watchful waiting, over-cautiousness,
having someone else do their dirty work for them.' This influenced the
nature of their military strategy, which avoided decisive engagements, re-
fused to take even reasonable risks, and always looked for devious, indirect
roads for the achievement of victory. Apparently, in connection with this,
the concept of "the strategy of indirect action" has wide circulation in
England. This, of course, does not indicate that the ruling circles of En-
gland did not, and do not, pursue an aggressive policy directed at unleashing
war.

However, the influence of politics on military strategy is not
limited to the determination of the general nature of strategy alone. The
solution of many concrete problems of strategy depends directly on state
policy. One such problem is the question of the methods of conducting war.

The methods of waging each actual war, as is well known, are deter-
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mined by the /stage of development of production, the properties of weapons,.
of combat equipment, and of the composition and nature 6f the' armed forces.
Therefore in itsopolicy a state must always take into accouit the fact that
the methods-employed in the conduct of war mudt correspond to the military
and economic potential of the state, to the level of technical equipment of
the &rmed forces; and to the nature of war. For instance, under modern
conditions, if a state does not have nuclear weapons at its dispopsal, then
whatever the method of conduct ofv war advanced bV state policy, it could
hardly succeed in achieving victory over an opponent possessing such weapons.

However, in spite of this, the influence of politics on the selec-
tion of methods of conducting war at times becomes quite evident.

F. Engels states that the victorious proletariat will create new
methods of conducting war, stressing that the revolutionary change in
social structure, presupposes. creation of new, more progressive methods of
conducting warfare, "The actual liberation of the pro1etariat, the com-
plete elimination of all class distinctions, and the total socialization
of all means of production..." [6] are, in his words, the prerequisites of
new 'methods of conducting war.

The influence of politics on the methods of conducting war is man-
Ifested in various ways.

The passive and defensive strategy of the Anglo-French Command
during the period of the "phony war" in the West (1939-1940), when it
acted in accord with the will of imperialist politics to encourage Hitler's
aggression against the USSR and the change of the incipient war into an
anti-Soviet war, is well known to all.

A substantial influence on the methods of conducting war of the
Anglo-American troops during World War II was exerted by certain circles
in the USA and Britain which strove to achieve an economic and military
exhaustion of the USSR and of Germany; this gave rise to the Anglo-American
strategy of deploying their troops along seconiary fronts and protracted
military action.

The military strategy of capitialist countries, guided by this
policy, in 1942 and 1943 refused to deliver a main blow in France, which
would have led to the quick defeat of Germany.

In striving to maintain the domination of imperialism in Central
and Southeast Europe, the British political leadership by all possible
means delayed the landing, of the Allied forces and the opening of the
second front in France, insisting on a landing in the Balkans.

The modern doctrines of "flexible response;" "limited wars," the
theory of "escalation of war," etc., which are advanced in such profusion
by bourgeois military scientists also reflect imperialist policy. This
is a further proof of the dependence of the methods of conducting war on
politics.

46



Politics Creates Favorable Conditions for Military Strategy. State
policy in its activity usually not only presents strategic •aims, but also
strives to bring about conditions favorable to the realization of these
aims. Having in its hands all the control and the means, politics can mo-

bilize to the maximum extent the human and material resources to safe-
guard the operations of the armed forces. Politics considers the require-
ments and reasons of strategy, as well as the potentialities of the state,
seeking to make tie aims commensurate with the forces and means available.

For the successful accomplishment of the assigned aims, the military
forces are fTrCed ,o create favorable conditions wi'ih respect to diplomacy,
economics, And-moral and political factors. The state prepares for war
in all these- '..ealms.

The preparation of foreign policy for war includes such measures
as the signing of treaties, the. formation of coal4tions, the safeguards of
the neutrality of neighboring countries, and others. A vast range of activ-
ity for diplomacy isopened here, which, in striving for a& strengthening
of the international position of its country, constantly takes into account
its security in conjunction with the requirements of military strategy.

In making one allianco or another, bourgeois diplomacy, as a rule,
is guided pr•tmarily by the principle of cash and profit. In selecting
allies it usually takes into account their-forces, their incentive for
war, and their geographic location, which is particularly important for
military strategy.

The history of bourgeois diplomacy shows that since the main aim
of coalitions of capitalist countries is the strengthening of one alliance
and the weakening of another, these coalitions, allegedly formed for mu-
tua. defense in the event of war, in reality always led to war.

"Peaceful coalitions," wrote Lenin having in mind imperialist alli-
ances, "prepare wars and in turn are products of wars, one causing the
other..*" [7].

It is for this reason that the Soviet Union, true to its peace-loving
policy, decisively rejects the formation of military coalitions. It is
only the creation of aggressive military blocs by imperialist countries,
spearheaded against the socialist countries, that forced the Soviet Union
to unite with socialist countries in a military alliance strengthened by the
obligations of the Warsaw Defense Pact of 1955.

It is important for military strategy to assure neutrality of a
number of countries or of individual countries; this task is also assigned
to diplomacy.

For instance, the Prussian diplomacy prior to the Franco-Prussian
War of 1870-1871 secured the neutrality of Russia, which permitted Prussia,
first, to avoid battle on two fronts, and, second, to commit to battle the
majority of its forces, leaving only one division in the rear areas of its
arny.
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It is well known that in World War ,II Soviet diplomacy spent consid-
erable effort to, assure the neutrality of Japan; this, to a certainextent,
made it possible fori the Soviet Supreme High '.Command :to ,transfer a part
of the forces from the Far, East and to, concentrate them- on the Soviet-
German front.,

The above examples' show that the creation of favorable conditions
on the foreign-policy front ,.lays an extremely important part in military
strategy.

Politics prepares war and creates, for the benefit of strategy,
favorable conditions in the economic and ideological respects; this is
examined in detail in the following sections of this chapter.

The Features of the Interrelations Between Politics and Strategy
in Time of War. The features of the interrelatlons between politics and
str.ategy in time of war arise from the fact that in a War period the center
of gravity of the political struggle is transferred from nonmilitary to
military form. Politics, it is said, "exchanges the pen for the sword,"
and new relations and laws become operative.

"...Once the military movements on land and on sea have been started,
they are no longer subject to the desires and plans of diplomacy, but cather
to their own laws, which cannot be violated without endangering the entire
expedition" [8].

Pointing out the certain independence enjoyed by 'strategy, F. Engels
did not intend to stress its independence from politics. He only warned
that if policy violates or ignores the laws of military strategy, this can
lead to the defeat of the army and to the destruction of the state. During
a war, strategic concepts often have a reverse effect on policy. Cases
even arise when the military factor acquires decisive significance. V. I.
Lenin pointed out during the Civil War in the USSR that tho outcome of
the revolution depended entirely on "who won" the Civil War.

Therefore, in time of war, politics must often conform its actions
with this fact: to what degree do these actions favor the achievement
of strategic results, which in the final analysis lead to the accomplish-
ment of political aims in war. Of course the diplomatic and economic
struggle does not stop in wartime, but these forms of political struggle
are entirely dependent on the decisive form, that of armed conflict and
at times are also waged by its means,

For example, diplomacy, directing all its efforts to facilitate
accomplishment of strategic aims, may enter into an alliance wAth a country
which heretofore had been in the enemy camp. Ths is undoubtedly an impor-
tant factor for military strategy, facilitating the tasks it must accomplish.
Thus, during the Great Patriotic War, Soviet diplomacy, having concluded
agreements with Bulgaria and Rumania, put the fascist German army in a
very difficult position on the southern flank of the Soviet-German front.
But, in order to assure the success of this diplomatic step, first of all
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the efforts of the Red Army were necessary in-delivering a crippling blow
to the German fascist [Editor's note #'] armies, placing them on the brink
of a military catastrophe. Thus, only as a result of the mutual efforts
of Soviet strategy and diplomapy were such successes achieved. This is
a striking example of complete coordination of action between diplomacy
and strategy, unified by a single aim.

In time of war, the economic struggle, also becomes dependent on
military strategy; which in a number of cases i conducted by military
means for which strategy even carries out special strategic operations.

ta If we turn' to the lesson of the Great Patriotic War we can see
that shortly before the capitulation of fascist Germany its economic con-
dition was still fully capable of supporting successful military operations.
This is evidenced by the production index of the main armaments of Germany
in January, 1945, i. e., three months before surrender. Despite the fact
that on the whole it had a tendency to drop, still, as compared with the
production index in January, 1942, (taken arbitrarily as 100) the produc-
tion index of 1945 was quite high.

Table 1
German Armament Production--1942-1945

January 1942 January 1945

All types of weapons [28] 100 210
Airplanes 100 210
Ammunition 100 200
Tanks 100 approx. 600
Artillery and small arms 100 300
Warships 100 150
Gunpowder and other explosives 100 160

As these data show [9], the economic capabilities of Hitler's
Germany three months before surrender were higher than the index for that
phase of the war when the German fascist armies were successful. However,
the destruction of Hitler's armed forces by the Red Army and insufficient
manpower reserves led fascist Germany to catastrophe.

Thus, it was not so much the economic struggle and economic exhaus-
tion that were the causes for the defeat of Hitler'sGermany, but rather
the armed conflict and the defeat of its armed forces.

"The heroic Soviet Army not only accelerated the 'economic exhaustion'

of Hitler's Germany but was the cause and the wain force which exploded
the economic foundation of the enemy" [10].

Under conditions of modern war, when mass application of nuclear
rocket weapons can lead to destruction and annihilation of important indus-
trial objectives, economic regions, and to the undermining of the economy
of the opposing country or coalition, an entirely different picture emerges.
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The country which finds itself in a catastrophic situation as the result
of mass nuclear rocket strikes may be forced to surrender even before its
armed forces have suffered any decisive defeat. But we must remember that
such results can be accomplished only by means of violence, by means of
armed Conflict.

Politics, from an evaluation of military and political factors,
selects the most propitious moment to start a war, taking into account all

the strategic considerations. How important is the proper selection for
the beginning of war can be judged from the fact that in those cases when
it was well selected strategy usually achieved greater military results,
while politics reaped the greatest advantages from it.

Thus, in 1866, the Prussian chancellor Bismarck started the war with
Austria at a time when Austria, not having as yet recovered from the unsuc-
cessful Italian campaign of 1859, was conducting a reform of its entire
military system. As a consequence of the Hungarian desire for separation,
the Austrian internal position was also rather unstable. Prussia at this
time had a well organized army and a strong ally in Italy. All these
circumstances enabled her to achieve victory almost entirely because of
the fortunate timing of the moment.

Another example, from the history of the Russo-Turkish war, also
proved the important part played by politics in the timing of the outbreak
of hostilities and for the creation of favorable conditions for military
strategy from the very beginning of the war.

By the middle of the 19th Century, in the countries of the Balkan
peninsula subjugated by Turkey, a movement of national liberation arose,
which found support in Russia among the Slavophiles and on the part of
the Czarist government which was pursuing its capitalists' interests in
the Balkans. The repressions of the Turkish government against the local
population added fuel to the fire of this movement. A war was brewing
betvaeu Russia and Turkey. Britain assumed the part of mediator, all the
time pursuing its own selfish aims, in the fear that a Turkish defeat would
lead to the capture of the Bosporus and the Dardanelles by Russia. Alleg-
edly surpowtirg Russia, Britain at the same time encouraged an uncooper-
ative attitude on the part of Turkey. Russian diplomacy was unable to
resolve the talkan contradictions under these circumstances, and on Novem-
ber 1, 1876, Russia declared a partial mobilization.

If this had been followed immediately by the beginning of military
operations, then this would have been at a time which was most unsuitable
for Turkey and Britain: The former was tied down in a war with Serbia
and Montenegro and urgently needed a reform of its army; the latter, be-
cause of its military weakness, was unable to dictate any terms to Russia.
Turkey also had to prolong the conflict until the beginning of the winter
storms in the Black Sea which would hinder the operation of the Russian
Navy.

Under these conditions Turkey and Britain resorted to diplomatic
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procrastination. When on April 12, 1877, Russia was nevertheless forced
to declare war on Turkey;,, the favorable moment had been lostý Britain had
gathered its strength and Turkey, having concluded a peace treaty with
Serbia, had put through a reform of its army.

Thus, as a consequence of the poor political timing for the out-
break of war, effective use of strategy was prevented, and politics was
unable to reap- all the gains of military successes since, in the ensuing
peace treaty, 'despite the fact that Russia had been victorious, she was
not able to achieve her political aims as formulated in the beginning of
the war. Strategy was also hindered by the limitations stated in the
treaty. Instead of attempting to achieve a complete destruction of the
Turkish army and the occupation of Constantinople, which was completely
within its' capabilities, the Russian -Army was limited to just the liber-
ation of Bulgaria, at that time part of the Turkish Empire.

An example from the recent past can be given. The timing of the
attack by Hitler's Germany in 1941, extremely unfavorable for our country,
to a certain degree was conducive to the initial success of the fascist
German troops. Our army, which was 'not fully mobilized, was in the pro-
cess of reorganization -and rearmament.

All these examples point up the close connection between strategy
and politics at the beginning of war.

The role and influence of politics on military strategy at the
end of a war, is exceptionally great since the situation in which a coun-
try finds itself at the final stage of the 'war ha a great effect on its
postwar international position.

The Features of the Interrelation of Polltics and Strate&Y in Coa-
litions. In a coalitional war the interrelation of polltics and strategy
has its own peculiarities. To achieve victory the state allied .in a
coalition must perforce have a coordinated strategy, However, such
strategy can arise only from politics strengthened by a uniSty of purpose
on the part of the coalition members, which is very diff4dcult to achieve
in coalitions of predatory imperialist. ccuntries. Moreover, i' must be.
taken into account that the strategy of each individual country ic deter-
mined by its economic potential, its geographic situation, national char-
acter and traditions, etc. Consequently, in each country strategy has its
strikingly expressed mational traits. At the same time allied strategy
cannot be a mechanical combination of the strategic views of the earious
countries.

Because of these conditions, the development 'of a unified plan of
strategic conduct of• capitalist countries in a c6alitional 'war can be
achieved only at the expense of compromises, mutual concessios, or •dic-
tation on the part of the stronger countries. It is by 'Idiktat'"on the
part of the USA that the unified strategy of a modern bmperialist doalitIon
is developed, 'which is designed first and foremost to achieve the military
and political aims of the USA. It is evident that the irreconcilable
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contradictions inherent in a capitalist society-make it impossible to
achieve complete unity of strategy in imperialist blocs and coalitions.
Experience indicates that with respect to the development of a unified
allied strategy each country 'tries to get as much from the Coalition as
possible and to contribute fewer efforts than the other countries. V. I.
lenin remarked that in capitalist coalitions "...there are two tendencies,
one, which makes the coalition of all imperialists inevitable, and the
other, which'makes for opposition among the imperialists; two tendencies,
neither of• which has any firm basis" [11 i.

These words are confirmed by the acute contradictions existing
within the &mdern aggressive military blocs of imperialist countries.

Centrifugal forces, overpowering this product of the policy of
anti-communism, are placing before its fathers a mass of problems of a
political, economic and military order.

Some time ago most bitter debate was produced in the NATO council
by the discussion of the strategic plan for the "defense of the West."
The French and the West German military leaders insisted upon the idea of
"continental strategy" and demanded that the United States participate
in the "defense" of the European continent. "The peripheral strategy"
propounded by the military leaders of Britain and the USA did not provide
for the "defense" of Europe by the noncontinental countries and propounded
a defensive belt on the periphery of the European continent: on the
islands of the Atlantic Ocean, on the Mediterranean, and on the North Sea.
Even though it would seem that the proponents of the "continental strategy"
had won, subsequent events show that the agreement reached in 1955 was
ephemeral. In the course or the regular session of the NATO council in
1959, the basic disagreements of the allies reappeared with new strength.
The USA refused to finance, to the extent previously accepted, the arma-
ment of the West European armies and. demanded increased contribution to
armaments from the allies, which the allies rejected.

The political and military command of NATO constantly strives to
somehow smooth out the contradictions within that aggressive bloc, to
work more or less unified strategic concepts, and to obtain agreement on
fundamental trends in the construction of national armed forces.

This is understandable, since it is inconceivable that such a belli-
cose coalition as NATO could be built on a regional basis. However, up to
now, the persistent endeavors to obtain complete agreement on the bloc's
military policy, not to mention strategy, did not lead to comforting re-
sults. This can be explained by the fact that NATO is a union of imperi-
alist plundering states, each of which strives tc derive as much gain
and advantages as possible from its membership in the union, placing on
others the burden of expenses and the more dangerous obligations. With
reference to this, naturally, it must not be forgotten that the entry of
the imperialist states into this war bloc was conditioned, above all, by
their class iolidarity and enmity toward countries in the socialist camp.
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The insurmountable nature of contradictions within the military
bloc of the imperialist ;states stems frcm the law of their uneven devel-
opment, discover~ed by V. I. lenin, and dSfirmed with each passing year.
All new shifts which take place in the western alliances change to some
degree the distribution of forces. The hopes of the ruling circles of
Great Britain to continue to play the part of major partner of the USA
are more and more subject to doubt. Now West Germany is cumpeting eco-
nomically and militarily against Great Britain. Though France left the
military organization of the union altogether, she did remain, it is true,
in NATO, when considered as a political organization.

An ever growing struggle is being continuously waged between the
United States and their western European allies for spheres of influence
in the verious areas of the world, for a predominant role- in one or another
field of armaments, and for the leading role in determining military pol-
icy and strategy.

All these examples confirm that British Field Marshal Montgomery
was correct- in declaring that instead of "a sea of unity" the West has
"approximately thirty political puddles."

This was also noted by the message of the late President Kennedy:
"Our alliances in Europe have not materialized and are in a state of dis-
order. The unity of NATO is weakened by economic rivalry and partly un-
dermined by national interests" [12].

In a coal'.tion of socialist countries, the achievement of an agreed
military strategy is determined by the unity of political aims, which
unites all the countries into a union of equal partners. In V. I. lenin's
words, "We...shall unite and merge the nation not with the power of money,
nor with-a -big stick or force, but by voluntary agreement, and the soli-
darity of the workers against the exploiters 113].

The lack of contradictions between the politics and strategy in
the socialist coalition assures a harmonious combination of mutual inter-
national traits and national characteristics of military strategy of the
different countries. The unity of problems of defense of the socialist
camp from an attack by imperialist aggressors is based not only on the
combat cooperation of the armies of the socialist countries, but also on
the unity of strategic concepts.

The defensive military Warsaw Pact signed by the socialist coun-
tries unites the participants with the single aim of defending the accom-
plishments of socialism in these, countries from the aggression of imper-
ialists. Its freedom-loving aims assure tremendous advantages to this
coalition in the case of war, since the time-vested principles of Marxism-
leninism, the principles of proletarian internationalism, are the founda-
tions of the relations between the countries of the world socialist system
and of all communist and workers' parties.
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Strategy and Economics

The Role of the Economic Factor in War. Ev•ery-war is a product of
social and economic relations. F. Engels in his proof of the mutual de-
pendence of war as a form of force and the material .basis of this force--
weapons and troops-- stated that-war is not the simple act of volition:

"..the victory of force is based on the production of weapons, and the
production of weapons in turn, is based on productivity in general, and
consequently on 'economic strength,' on the 'situation of the economy' and
on material means at the disposal of that force" [14].

Economic conditions determine not only war in general, but also
* "the combat methods of the army," i. e., those forms and methods by which

war is conducted) in other words, strategy.

Initially this dependence was not very noticeable. In the slave-
owning and feudal societies, and in the initial development of capitalism,
the influence of economics on war and strategy was not very strikingly
expressed in the time of the "small scale" wars, countries )could go to
war even while the state of their economy was poor. This is evident by
many examples from military history. Before the first bourgeois French
Revolution, the Bourbon dynasty brought France to the limit of economic
exhaustion, so that Napoleon was forced to undertake his initial campaigns
with a literally empty treasury. However, in spite of a twenty-year
period of cuntinuous war, the Napoleonic empire in 1811 had a two-hundred-
million franc surplus. Another example is pre-revolutionary Russia which,
in spite of the backward economy and complete dependence on foreign capi-
talj was militarily a rather strong nation due to the vast human resources.

This was true until the beginning of capitalism which gave impetus
to the development of trade, industry, and means of communication. This
provides the basis for wars of increased scope and, consequently, increased
material requirements. This law was more and more clearly confirmed with
each new war and World War I showed a sharp increase in the cost of material
expenditures, as compared to preceding wars. For example, the cost of one
year of those wars, which were conducted by Ruissia in the 19th and 20th
Centuries, increased progressively from war to war. In millions of rubles
(gold) it was as follows:

The patriotic war of 1812 80
Crimean War (1853-1856) 190
Russo-Turkish Wax (1877-1878) 450
Russo-Japanese War (1904•-1905) 1,420
World War I (1914-1917) 12,000

In wars of the era of monopolistic capitalism, the percent of ex-
penditures for military technology as compared to the total costs of war
increases regularly. For example, in the Russo-Turkish war, this percen-
tage for Russia was 25, whereas in World War I it increased to 60.

World War II shows an even larger increase in the role of equipment.
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While in 1914, an average of one-third of one h6ksepowei per soldier was
estimated, in World War II this amounted to 20 horsepower. Undoubtedly,
in modern war these indexes will be much higher.

The increasing material requirements for waging war naturally lead
to a requirement for greater productive strength of industry of the bellig-
erent countries. The table shows the increase in' the growth of yearly pro-
duction of the basic weapons and nilitary equipment among the main par-
ticipants- of World Wars I and II.

Table 2
Average Annual Production in the Main Belligerent Countries

World War II
World War I (1941-1944)

Airplanes up to 45,000 130,000
Tanks 9,000* over 91,000
Artillery pieces and mortars 37,000 up to 510,000
Machine Guns over 250,,000 over 1, 660, 000

* Produced in the countries of the Triple Entente by the end of the war.

This indicates that the growth of production and the development
of productive forces naturally lead to an increasing role of the economic
factor in war.

The Nature of the Interrelation of Strategy and Economics. The
interrelation of strategy and economics is characterized by the fact that
the developments and the changes in strategic concepts depend completely
on economic conditions and the level of productive forces achieved at a
given time.

A characteristic feature ok these interrelations is also the ract
that although economic development is, subject to its own laws, the direc-
tion of this development is chosen from strategic considerations, and in
time of war is almost completely determined by military requirements. The
interdependence of strategy and economics is not direct, but rather through
the organs of governmental administration.

Let us examine in order how these traits and peculiarities are
manifested in the various aspects of the interrelation of strategy and
economics.

The entire history of the development of the theory of strategy is
a striking proof of the dominating influence of economics on the nature of
military strategic concepts. Regardless of the era, whose features these con-
cepts always bear, and regardless of the national affiliation of the strategy,
one geheral regularity formulated by F. Engels exists: "Armaments, composition,
organization, tactics, and strategy primarily depend on the level of devel-
opment of industry and means of communication achieved at a given moment" [15].

This dependence is manifested as a result of evolutionary development
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and gradual change of industrial methods, as wel-2as because of radical
revolutionary changes. Strategy is influenced by the change in the social-
economic structure as a whole, as well as by individual discoveries and
inventions in the technical field. For instance, the invention of gun-
powder and of firearms. led to the creation of the scattered; formation on
the battlefield. Rifle artillery pieces led to deep formations in the
combat order and the ability to hit the enemy deep behind the front lines.
The invention of radio and the creation of the first radiotelegraph com-
panies, providing communication at distances of 80 kilometers or more,
made radio communication at times into a means of strategic leadership.
The appearance of aviation marked the birth of the strategic theory of air
superiority and changed previous concepts of ground operations. The nuclear
weapon marked the beginning of a new stage in the development of strategy,
based on entirely new principles.

It should be noted that changes in the concepts of military stra-
tegic views are iufluenced not only by discoveries and inventions in some
narrow field, but also by the general level of technical progress, encom-
passing all the leading branches of the economy. For instance, the gradual
increase in the tonnage of ocean-going vessels increased the possibilities
of transportation and concentration of troops by sea. This in turn made
the navy a means of strategic concentration and deployment. Or another
example. The perfection of metallurgical processes led to higher-quality
steel, which made it possible to construct and build rapid-firing artillery
pieces and machine guns. The introduction of these weapons into the army
influenced not only the methods of solution and tactical and operational
problems, but the methods of warfare as a whole. Radical chenges in mili-
tary strategic concepts were made by the mass introduction ,utomobiles
and tanks into armies which caused the elaboration of m-neu. .able methods
on conducting war.

Strategy was influenced immensely by the rapid construction of rail-
roads which accelerated and increased the volume of transport, making pos-
sible rapid troop concentration. Further extension of the railroad system,
the perfection of railroad equipment, the iicreased load capacity of moving
stock, and the increased passability of tho track made it possible to amass,
within a short time, large troop concentrations in theaters of military
operations, and expanded the possibilities of strategic maneuver.

All this to a great extent had an influence on the changes of stra-
tegic concepts. The density and shape of railroad networks began to influ-
ence the formulation of strategic war plans as well as individual operations,
since they determined the timetable of mobilization and deployment of armed
forces. For instance, Germany and Austria, which have a highly developed
network of railroads and railroad lines running parallel to the eastern bor-
der, before World War I planned to complete theii strategic deployment
according to the following timetable: Germany, thirteen days after the
proclamation of mobilization, and Austria, sixteen days. At the same time
Czarist Russia, due to the absence of a well-developed railroad network
or a system of railroads running parallel to the western border, could
complete its deployment only after twenty-four days according to the
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calculations of the Russian general staff.

This is the general picture of the first feature of the interrela-
tion of military strategy and economics.

In spite of the fact that economy develops on the basis of its own
specific laws, its development has certain peculiarities which arise from
its responsibilities toward strategy.

The economy of a country cannot develop without taking into account
the strategic considerations and interests of the-:most efficient use of
the country's resources for defense. It is for this reason that the re-
quirements of military strategy are taken into account in the formulation
of economic development plans. In addition to this, a country must be
able to change its economy to a war footing at a moment's notice in the
event of war. For this purpose the economic structure of a country usually
is adaptable to some degree to make the switch of the economy to a war
footing easier.

The most careful strategic considerations are taken into account by
the organs of the economic leadership in formulating plans for the geopraphic
distribution of industry, regions of agricultural production, and the
building of means of communication.

In speaking of the relationship between iw Atary strategy and eco-
nomics, we cannot neglect the responsibilities of military strategy toward
the economy. Military strategy in presenting definite demands to the
economy must outline very clearly the entire course of economic mobiliza-
tion of the national economy, the actual possibilities, and the conditions
of deployment of military industries, as well as the difficulties which
may arise.

Strategy must supply to the economy accurate data on the require-
ments of at least the first year of war, as well as the rates of consump-
tion, losses, and replacement of material and technical means. It must
develop and realize measures aimed at the protection of its economic units,
as well as take measures to affect the economy of the enemy by means of
armed conflict.

In order to execute military attacks against the economy of the
enemy according to strategic plans, frequently special operati6ns are
executed to capture and destroy strategically important regions or raw
material sources. In this sense we can refer to Hitler's operation "Blue
Fox," whose main purpose was the capture of the nickel deposits of the
Kola Peninsula.

Each state usually reorganizes its economy on a military footing
in the event of war. Depending on the economic structure of the society,
the economic reorganization in different countries can take different
courses. However, as shown by mil iry experience, it must include the
following measures:
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a) the mobilization of industry, agriculture, transportation and

communications;

b) the development of the construction of new military industrial
centers and the evacuation of regions threatened by military action;

c) the construction of a highway system;

d) the organization and redistribution of manpower, and the training
and re-training of industrial manpower;

e) the mobilization of all food resources of the country and the
introduction of a strict food rationing;

f) the conduct of financial operations of the country, the issuing

of bond certificates, the levying of additional taxes, and internal loans;

g) the rearrangement and redistribution of foreign trade; and

h) the reorganization of economic control.

With the outbreak of military hostilities the influence of strategic
plans on economic development grows considerably. At the same time strategy
develops its plan always on the basis of material and technical possibil-
ities. Historical military experience shows that the beginning of many
large-scale military operations had to be timed to the appearance of new
military equipment at the front. This is especially clearly characterized
by the counter-attack of the Soviet troops during the period of the battle
of Stalingrad, 1942-194J.

The material safeguards often influence also the most long-range
plans of strategic leadership. For example, the Russian high command in
1915 was forced to stop the successfully developing offensive in the Car-
pathians and withdraw its troops because of a lack of ammunition.

We must delve briefly into the forms o± the interrelations of strat-
egy and economy. As previously pointed out, this interrelationship is most
often manifested not in direct relations, but rather through the organs of
state administration. This is understandable, since military leadership
cannot issue orders directly to the various trusts, combines or fav'.ories;
this would produce anarchy in industry. Therefore, even the capitalist
state strives to achieve some agreement and coordination of action between
its strategy and economy through the organs of state administration, even
though it is not always successful. The centralization of economic admin-
istration in time of war makes it possible for military leadership to deal
with only one responsible agency or organ, which takes into account military
and economic interests.

The organization and functions of state organs dealing with the ful-
fillment of strategic requirements and providing the necessities of the
armed forces have different structures in different countries. However, in
design, the organs have a common denominator. They usually perform the
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following functions: take into account the possible edohomlc resources
of the country and probable requirements of war; develop,'planS -for the
economic preparations of the country and the supply of- the akmed forces
with. all the necessities in the event of war; tie in the current economic
measures with the requirements of military strategy; eliminate discrepan-
cies in the economy, should these arise; prepare and execute the mobili-
zation of industry, transportation and communications; distribute materiel
between the front and the rear areas.

Strategy and Economy in Socialist and in Capitalist Countries. The
social and economic conditions exert a substantial influence on the inter-
relation of strategy and economy.w This- becomes particularly evidefit in the
imperialist era. In 1905, in the article " The Fall of Port Arthur," V. I.
lenin states: "The connection between the military organization of the
country and its entire economic and cultural structure has never been as
close as it is today"[ 1b].

In the socialist state the relation between strategy and economy
in many respects is determined by the socialized ownership of the means
of production, by the planned basis in the development of the national
economy and the leadershipilof the Communist party. V

Public ownership of the means of production excludes all unhealthy
competition in the economy and ,permits all efforts to be concentrated on
the achievement of the general aims of the state.

The absence of private ownership of the means of production enables
Soviet military strategy to be based exclusively on the scientific analysis
of the nature of modern war in its determination of the specific weight
and the directions of development of one or another service of the armed
forces, without considering the interests of large monopolies, as is done
in capitalist countries.

Planned economy furthers the economic organization of society and
makes it possible to utilize all the productive resources of the country
more rapidly and efficiently, so that the strategy of a socialist state in
its plans can always find support in the known possibilities and clearly
defined perspectives of economic development.

The unified leadership of the Communist party assures agreement of
the aims and actions of strategy and economy.

The decisive advantage of the Soviet socialist state over the bour-
geois states is the fact that the socialist structure assures a more per-
fect economic organization of societ)y; this is of decisive significance
for the defensive power of a state. Betier economic organization made it
possible for the Soviet government during the Civil War, under conditions
of total destruction of the economy, to utilize effectively those meager
material resources at the disposal of the young Soviet republic and to
organize successfully the defense of the country. Ths leadership of the
Communist party in the defense of the country and the strong organization
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of the nation made it possible even in those days to realize Ienv's slogan
"Ever3thing for the front, everything for victory!"

"The strong economic organization of the Soviet society played an
even more important part during the Great Patriotic War. The reorganiza-
tion, of industry according to a. war program was accomplished in the Soviet
Union twice as fast az in the capitalist countries of the anti-Hitler coa-
lition; the rate of growth of military industry exceeded by many times
those previously known for socialist economy. Thus, by December of 1942,
the production of airplanes in the USSR, in comparison with December, 1941,
increased by a factor of 3.3; that of tanks by a factor of 2. These high
rates of production, combined with effective organization of labor and

: V industry, made it possible for the Soviet economy to produce yearly
airplanes, tanks, artillery pieces and mortars, in spite of the fact that
the eneu., produced more steel, cast iron, coal, and other materip.?.s.

During the four years of the Great Patriotic War, the Soviet Union
produced an annual average of 11.3 million tons of steel, 7.8 million tons
of cast iron, and 113.7-million tons of coal, while Germany together with
its satellites produced 33.4 million tons of steel, 24.5 million tons of
cast iron, and 537.7 million tons of coal. At the same time the Soviet
Union produced an annual average of 27,000 airplanes and 23,774 tanks and
self-propelled guns, while Germany produced 19,720 airplanes and li,400
tanks and self-propelled guns.,

One of the principles of socialist economy is the agreement between
the interests of development of national economy and the goal of satisfying
the requirement of the growing needs of the population and the problems of
strengthening of the defense cf the country.

M. V. Frunze, in 1924, in the article "The Front and the Rear in
Future War" described this principle: "In every new undertaking -- e~co-
nomic, cultural, etc. -- one must always ask tie question: How will the
results of this undertaking jibe with the defense of the country? Is
there any chance of securing definite military aimti without detriment to
peaceful requirements?" [17].

The principle of combining the interests of development of the
national economy and the reinforcement of the defensive strength makes it
possible to strive simultaneously for: decreasing the distance between
industry and the sources of raw materials and between indiistry and con-
sumers; the economic development of the backward regions of the country;
a planned territorial distribution of the labor force among the economic
regions in accordance with the plan of complex development of economy
within each economic region; the convenience of strategic deployment; the
material and technical support of the armed forces and their constant high
combat preparedness.

These are, in brief, the features of the interrelation of strategy
and economy in a socialist state.
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The situation, is quits different in a capitialist state where the
economic) develophient is. to a great extent subject to the iunbridled forces
of competition. 1Piivate ownerhi: of the means of pro4ductiOn gives rise
to d. bitter-fight for profits which- has 'a serious effect 6n, ilitary pro, A
duction, and cb6nequently on the development of -different services of the
aermed forces ahd on the development of strategic concepts and theories.

Private capitalist interests often retard the development of those branches
of military industr% whose production is of little profit, even though it
is indispensable from the military point of view;. The attempts of a bour-

geois government to assume a coordinating role are not always successful,
since the statesmen try tofavor the monopolies, i. e., the ar-ms msahfac-
turers, iwhose interests they represent before the government. To prove
this, it is sufficient to consider the new American administration. The
pres'.nt Secretary of 'State, Dean Rusk, is the President of the Rockefeller
Foundation; the Secretary of Defense, Robert McNamara, is a former presi-
dent of the Ford Motor Company, and .a director of the Scott Paper Company;
the Postmaster General, Edward Day, is a former vice-president of the
Prudential life Insurance Company; a'nd the Secretary of the Treasury,
Douglas Dillon, is on of the heads of the DillonReed and Company.

To' satisfy business interests in a bourgeois government, even stra-
tegic plans are built on economic advantages. War experience shows that
private capitalist interests often guide military actions. Thus, during
World War II the American companies, General Motors and Ford, closely
connected with the automobile and tank companies of Germany, succeeded in
pushing through their demands that the plants of the latter companies not
be subjected to bombing by the American Air Force.

Fo0 profit's -sake the capitalists are ready to justify aud support
any military doctritz. The Rockefellers netted $450,000,000 profit during
World War 1. As a result of World War II, the capital of the Rockefellers
increcsed to $2,127,000,C00. The profits race does not even stop capitalist
monopolies, from, betraying the natibnal interests. It is known that more
than sixty American c-4panies located on German soil during the war pro-
duced arms foi? Hitler's armies, which were then used against the Allied
armies. The American firm Genernl Motors, through the German Opel Company,
produced one-half of all the automobiles manufactured in Germany during
the war for use of the Germa 7 army. During World War II, the Rockefellers
L'ave to the German I. GI Farbenindustrie patents for the preparati-on of
synthetic rubber, indispens1:le to Hitler's armies, and withheld these
patents from American industrialists.

One cannot completely deny tbs influence of bourgeois governmental
organs on the interrelation of strategy and economics in capitalist coun-
tries. For exaMple, in the countries of the fascist totalitarian regime,
cs shown by experience, the state played a strongly regulating part. This
was especially evident during the war.

However, one should not forget that the influence of a bourgeois
state on the economy in the interests of strategy can often assume the
ugliest forms. Thus, in the past war the governments of Germany and Britain
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through their legislatures achieved a concentration of industry, forcibly
liquidating sma.ll and medium-sized businesses. A German government decree
forbade development of any, industry with a• capital less than 500,000 marks.
In Britain by the middle of' 191j., allegedly because of shortage of labor,
equipment, and raw materials, 3200 small companies were forcibly closed;
that is, one-third of those in existence at the beginning of the war.

In the final analysis, these measures produced some benefits with
regard to effective industrial organization and increased the military
production of necessary items. But again, this was done to favor the
large monopolists, who in their competition with the smaller firms were
aided by the government. The only course open to bourgeois government in
the coordination of strategy and economy is to take into account the pecu-
liarities of development o.L the capitalist economy, and to use this as a
basis for the development of their strategic plans.

The governments of imperialist countries can do nothing to bring
about a more rational geographic distribution of the economy. It is not
by chance that in capitalist countries almost the entire economy is con-
centrated in large administrative and industrial centers and nothing is
done for the undeveloped regions. For example, in the USA the northeastern
industrial region comprisin 30.9 percent of the territory of the USA con-
tains 80 percent of the production of ferrous metals and two-thirds of the
production of electrical energy.

In Britain, 55 percent of petroleum products, 63 percent of the
steel and cast iron, and over 60 percent of all military equipment is
produced in 15 large industrial regions. In West Germany, the Ruhr Valley
alone accounts for the production of 90 percent of coal and 85 percent of
the production of steel, chemicals, and military equipment.

Thus, in spite of the fact that the capitalist economy as a whole
is aimed at a preparation for war, bourgeois military strategy cannot be
based on econanic planning and often lacks a clear perspective of economic
development, since everything is basically subject to the unbridled forces
of competitive struggle.

Strategy and the Moral-Political Factor

The Role of the Moral Factor in War. Marxism-Ieninism defines the
moral factor as one of the decisive elements of any war, since victory,
in the last analysis, depends on "...the morale of the masses who shed
their blood on the battlefield" [18).

This acquires special significance in conditions of nuclear rocket
war, in the fire of which not only the political and moral foundations
of the state as a whole, but also the moral steadfastness of each soldier,
his ideological convictions, and his psychological traita are subjected
to a cruel test.

Examining these traits, not from the point of view of abstract
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morals, but understanding them as the result of the Tifluence bf the sum
total of ideological and political stimuli on armed forces personnel, the
possibility 9fa profound moral shock, which a person may experience afterthe first destructive and devastating nuclear strikes, should not be ignored.

It goes without saying that high morale of troops engaged directly
in military operations is inconceivable without a high political morale
of the entire nation4. This becomes especially evident today, when the
sphere of armed conflict encompasses vast masses of the population of the
belligerent countries, when the borderline between the front and the rear
is erased.

Modern war is waged by mass armies, and their morale is an outgrowth
of the attitude or the entire nation, that is, of the ideas which emanate
from the rear areas. Any military strategy which does not take into account
this most important factor and which is based only on the superiority of
material means runs the risk of losing a lot. In time of war, as pointed
out by F. Engels, the moral factor is immediately transformed into material
strength.

The moral state of soldiers and the social-political aspect of the
army were considered by F. Engels to be the most important factors affecting
military strategy. He stressed that the victories of the French Revolution
were substantially aided by the fact that the ranks of the revolutionary
army were composed of people liberated from feudal oppression, which was
not the case with the enemies of France, who maintained discipline only
by means of a big stick., Engels also points out that a member of the
socialist society will always fight with inspiration, fortitude, and cour-
age; in the face of these, the mechanical training of the bourgeois armies
is of no avail.

In discussing the reasons for our victories in the Civil War, Lenin
wrote: "...our proletariat, weak in numbers, worn out by misfortune and
privation, was victorious because of its strong moral force" [19].

To evaluate correctly the role of the moral factor in war it is
necessary to start with an objective analysis of military history and of
the conditions and nature of modern war. Military strategy is weakened as
much by underestimating as by giving this factor a dominating role in war.
It is necessary to keep in mind that in various periods and by different
military leaders the role of the moral factor in war was evaluated differently.

The significance of the moral factor in war has been known to generals
for a long time. Napoleon said that victory in battle depends 75 percent
on moral elements and only 25 percent on other conditions.

Modern bourgeois military theoreticians in writings are inclined
at times to overestimate the significance of these elements in war. For
example, British Field Marshal Montgomery in one of his speeches said:
"I consider morale the greatest and the only factor in war. Without high
morale no success can be achieved, no matter how good the strategic and
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tactical plans, and all thte rest" [20 ]

Many examples can be given indicating recogniion by bourgeois
ideologists of the important role of the moral factor in war. However,
it is necessary to recognize what is meant by the moral factor and what
elements in the opinion of the imperialist military ideologists take part
in the formulation of moral forces.

The bourgeois concepts of the moral force of the army are usually
reduced to a collection of subjective psychological and biological quali-
ties of soldiers and officers. Therefore the basis for the moral potential
is taken not from social and economical conditions and class interests,
but rather from the biological, racial, and psychological peculiarities of
man, which are a result of the national customs and habits.

British Field Marshal Slim in the article "What is Morale?" gives
the following definition: "Morale is the intangible spirit of men and
women. Like bravery, morale is a state of mind, a mixture of feeling andreabon" [21].

In line with this, bourgeois military ideologists consider that the
sources of morale are not conditions of the material life of society and
the social structure, but rather the national peculiarities of the psycho-
logy of the people. Certain bourgeois theoreticians insist that the source
of morale is the striving of man for self-preservation, the herd instinct,
racial solidarity, etc.

It is quite evident that the national characteristics play an im-
portant part in the creation of the morale of an army, just as do individual
characteristics of each man (heroism, self-sacrifice, initiative, and spirit).
However, this is not the main source of the moral potential. History shows
that not only strong patriotism and the readiness of a people for self-
sacrifice, but all material, political and spiritual for-es of a people,
taken as a whole, determine the course and the oir'".4 war. Lenin
stressed that the moral factor has an economic ' . They refer con-
stantly to the heroic patriotism and the irnxvelous military ,irit of the
French in 1792-1793, but they forget the- tAerial and histcrical-economic
conditions which alone made theo- won&' •t possible" [22 ]b

The social and state struclui:. Is the most important source of the
morale of an army. The social an. .,te structure of a belligerent country
plays a decisive part not only in the creation of the moral forces of a
nation and army but also in maintaining these at the necessary level in
time of war.

What is the moral-political factor?

The moral-.pol!tical factor, in its military significance, is the
totality of moral factors expressing the ability of the people and of the
armed forces to withstand all the trials of war, even those requiring the
maximum exertion of physical and spiritual strength. At the same time,
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it is the abiiity-of the govermnent [Editor's Note #2] to maintain a~con-
stant high morale of the army and the people. 1,

In the creation of the moral-political factor a decisive part is
played by politics, which provides the necessary ideological-and economic
conditions. However, raising the morale even to the highest level does
not guarantee victory, but merely provides better prospects for it. These
prospects still must be converted into reality; this is the problem Illof
the military and political leadership during a war. Il[ Editor's Note # 3 ]

The Interrelation and Interdependence of Strategy and the Moral-
Political Factor.' From the point of view of strategy, the assurance of
success of military operations requires not only a high moral-political
level of the entire nation but particularly a combat morale of the troops
engaged directly in combat. High combat morale of the armed forces makes
victory possible with equal, and sometimes even with smaller forces than
the enemy has, as shown by many examples from military history.

Thus, the interrelation between strategy and the moral-political
factor in war is most often manifested as a mutual dependence of strategic
successes and the morale of the troops, as one of the elements of the
moral-political factor.

All this testifies to the fact that in the working-out of strategic
plans, consideration of the moral and political state of the people and,
consequently, of the moral and combat qualities of the troops becomes an
extremely necessary condition for their reality.

The moral-political factor influences not only the nature of the
strategic concepts, but also the methods for their realization. Strategic
leadership cannot but consider the moral and political state of the entire
population of the country and of the armed forces, when selecting one or
another method of strategic action.

The most important sources of high morale of the armed forces are
the social and political homogeneity of the rear areas and the unity of
spirit of all the levels of the population. It is not by accident that
the most stable morale belongs to that army whose rear areas are marked
by class unity. However, it should by noted that in individual cases high
moral stability can be achieved in an army even in the absence of such
unity. This is the situation when the rear areas of the belligerent coun-
try are held together by a feeling of national unity, and when the class
contradictions become less pronounced, for a certain time, than the ideas
of national independence and sovereignty.

In other casestIla short-livefIlrelatively high stability of the

troops, in the absence of a class unity of the people, may result from false
but purposeful propaganda. It is impossible to underestimate the ability
of the ideological apparatus of an imperialist country to make fools of
its people, to intoxicate them with the drug of nationalistic ideas, and
to work them up psychologically in order to achieve its selfish imperialist
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-aims, is well kn-ihowshamelessly Hitler's propaganda played on the
Pqtiona C601#gs of the German people during World War R.

oIindicAtes that such a boost to morale is not
lbhn6.lied. The nationalistic fervor of 'the German people, who were
itt6xiba~tie -,by- theix- f~s -J#xii-l&-Uta ,successes in the West., disappeared- as
soon da- qRFsqi-st German•r f-4eace-t-o-fce with defeat on the Eastern front.

Here -the. i°terrelalti o and interdependence of strategy and the
mbral-politic•dl fator wer&-fPnifested with, great strength. As seen froM
this e xple, -military succespes or defe.ýts decisively affet-t the morale

aof the ra'my and the pedple.

The victories of the Red& Army kat Moscow and Stalingrad are dlsP
indicative. They serve to raise the mo"rale not only of the Soviet people,
but, -of, the peoples of -all the cotntries of the anti4Hitler coalition. In
spite of all the efforts -of the bourgeois falaifiers of the history of
World War II to minimize the psychological significance of these victories,
they will remain the most prominent victories, with regard to their military
and moral significance throughout World -War II.

Even the German military historian K. Tippelskirch refuted the
statement of Anglo-Amrican historians who ascribed first-place significance
to the events in Africa during World War II:

"In spite of the fact that, within the framework of the war as a
whole, the North African events received greater attention than the Battle
of Stalingrad, the Stalingrad catastrophe shook the German army and German
people far more, because it hit closer to home. Something had occurred
there, something inconceivable, that had not been seen since 1806: the
annihilation of an army surrounded by the enemy" [23].

Thus, military successes have a substantial influence on the morale
of the people and the army; morale, in turn, determines the nature of
strategic plans in general, and of individual operations in particular.

The moral factor has an important place in strategic planning. Thus,
if the policy on the whole corresponds to the interest of the popular masses,
then- the strategic plans reflecting the policy will find the support of
the people and the army. Otherwise, they are built on sand. For example,
the leaders of the countries of the Triple Entente initially thought it
possible to defeat the young Soviet republic with twenty or thirty thousand
well-armed troops. However, the high morale of the young Red Army, as well
as the popular resistance within the Entente countries showed the complete
failure of thez -plans.

Because the Red Army during the Civil War showed an exceptionally
high revolutionary fortitude and enjoyed the moral support of the majority
of the population, the interventionists, (Editor's Note #4] Illeven having
superiority in military equipment, 1 could not accomplish their rapacious
aims.
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The dependence of strategic plans on the morale of the army is
manifested also in the fact that these plans must often be coordinated
with the current attitudes of the troops. History shows us many examples
where low morale of the troops forced strategic leadership to renounce
planned offensives.

To properly estimate the combat potential of an army, it is neces-
sary to have a clear conception of its morale, that is, as Engels stressed,
one must know what can and what cannot be demanded from the army without
risking its demoralization. Strategic plans must take into laccount not
only the prewar morale of the army, but also the morale as war began, since
the morale of the army changed substantially with the onset of war. This
occurs because war makes the contradictions much more acute, especially
those of rear areas where there are class distinctions.

In capitalist countries, as lenin pointed out, in time of war the
contradictions between the government and the people, the people and the
army, and the army and the government becomes more acute. In a socialist
country, on the Other hand, the government, the people, and the army, in
the fire of war reach even greater unity, which gives rise to.new moral-
political qualities of the entire society. Past military experience shows
that the harder the trials of a country, the more boldly are manifested
the opposing tendencies. It is for this reason that modern bourgeois
military theoreticians, fearing a disruption of the equilibrium between
the social strata of their country (which, even in peacetime, is achieved
with great difficulty, and only in very few capitalist countries, at that),
strive for methods of warfare and strategic concepts which would guarantee
the quickest conclusion of war, and preclude popular objections to war.
In fitting their military strategy to limited moral resources, bourgeois
military theoreticians advance various theories such as those of "limited
war" and "small professional armies." The political scheme of these theories
is to convince the public that the war will require few sacrifices and will
be limited as to scope, methods, and aims, so that it can be won by a small
professional army without involving the entire nation.

In addition to this, certain capitalist military strategists are
not loath to advocate a "blitzkrieg." The reasons advanced for this are
that in a short war the moral-political advantages of the socialist camp
will lack the time to manifest themselves with the same force as in a
protracted war.

The military strategists of imperialism are interested not only in
the moral-political preparation of their people and army for war. An im-
portant part in the strategic plans of imperialism is given to the ideo-
logical work among the troops and the population of the opponent, to the
so-called "psychological warfare." This method of warfare, together with
the actions of the ground forces, the air force, and the navy, is consid-
ered to be an independent type of operation. The theory of 'psychological
warfare" often degenerates into the principle of deliring a "demoralizing
blow" which, according to bourgeois military theoretic~ans, should lead
to final victory within a short time.
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The concept of the "demoralizing blow" was hatched by Hitler, who
from the experience of the fascist German operations in the West tried to
induce panic in, the rear areas of the Red Army. #owever, by the admission
of the Germans themselves, that which was easily accomplished in France
and Belgium proved to be impossible on the Soviet-German front.

This indicates that the concept of a "demoralizing blow" and an
expectation of good results from 'ýsychological warfare" can yield positive
results only in single combat with a morally unstable enemy.

Strategy and Military Doctrine

Military doctrine is the expression of the accepted views of a state
regarding the problems of political evaluation of future war, th. state
attitude toward war, a determination of the nature of future war, prepa-
ration of the country for war in the economic and moral sense, and regarding
the problems of organization and preparation of the armed forces, as well
as of the methods of waging war. Consequently, by military doctrine one
should understand the system of officially approved, plscientifically based I)
views on the basic fundamental problems of war.

Military doctrine depends directly on the social structure, the
state problems with regard to domestic and foreign policy, and the economic,
political and cultural state of the country. Military doctrine exploits
the conclusions of various sciences. The doctrine rests upon the conclu-
sions of military science particularly as regards. determining the nature
of a future war and the methods for conducting it, and for determining the
structure and preparation of the armed forces.

Military doctrine is formed on the basis of the entire vital activ-
ity of the country and is the result of an extremely complex and prolonged
histcrical process of the origin and development of state ideas in the field
of defense. The basic principles of doctrine are determined by the poli-
tical leadership of the state. Therefore, military doctrine is state doc-
trine. There can be no single military doctrine for all states, since
military doctrine is determined by the general political guideline of the
social class ruling each state and by the economic and moral resources at
its disposal. In addition, doctrine depends on the concrete conditions in
which the state finds itself.

Speaking of Soviet military doctrine, it must be said that its poli-
tical aspect was formulated by V. I. Lenin. The leninist theses on the
attitude of our state toward war, the nature of our military tasks, and the
political aims of war are still valid today. They were further developed
in the decisions of the Congresses of the Communist party.

The particular feature in the development of the military doctrines
of the imperialist states is that their drafting takes place not only, and
not so much within, the national frameworks of individual states as much
as mainly within the framework of aggressive blocs. Kingston-McCloughry in the
book Global Strategy writes: "The existence of NATO and SEATO, despite
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kthitiftdiciencies, ieans that since the time that world war became a
:characteristic. feature of history we are' the fibt to have or may have at
,.our dispodal a 'r. dy -mi-litary machine of allies, capable "of developing the

1-n6deosary tregy" [24].

]-spite. the- fact that antagonism exists between imperialist coun-
-tries and that. these -blocs ate iorný'-4y Jinternal contradictions, the imper-
ial-i:t -military theorists are -trcy.ing to -cldve_ an, over-all,. if one can
say, "ccmmon " military doctrine. Attempts- to idvelop a "common" military
doctrine for- -aggressive •blocs are directed to the creation of coordinated
points of view 6n the structure of 'the armed. forces- and the conduct of war.
In -the opinion of th• same Kingston-McCloughry, such a dodtrine represents
the -result o6 a compromise combination of individual elements of national
strategy of the allieis..-. The fUi.ty -of interests and aims, 'without doubt,
•shoud: comprise the basis of allied strategy... The first prerequisite for
the solution of the great number of problems is the display of a certain
flexibility of thought -n politica3-4idamilitary leaders as well as a
spirit of mutual adaptability..o Therefore, -in the formzuiation of an allied
strategy, many national interests must be; "ba.id"ned" ]

Consequently, the first prerequisite for, the deveiopment of a

"common" doctrine for the capitalist countries is the rejection- bythe coun-

tries -- participants in agressive blocs -- of their national interests in
favor of the imperialists of the USA.

The development ,of the armed forces of the countries participating
in a bloc is determined not so much by their national, economic, ana geo-
graphic position as by the striving of the ruling circles of the USA to
hold their allies in complete political ana economic dependence.

Of late, some countries as, for example, ( Editor's Note #5 ) West
Germany, have been striving to develop their armed forces independently;
however, their practically complete dependence on the United States in the
field of armaments, especially in nuclear rocket weapons, forces the govern-
ments of these countries to follow the USA in questions of the structure
of the armed forces.

The content and nature of military doctrine is influenced to a cer-
tain extent by the geographical location of a country and the national
characteristics of its population.

The influence of the geography of a country cannot be examined with-
out taking into consideration other factors of economic and political nature,
as well as the position of the neighboring states and the interrelations
with them.

The influence of national characteristics of the people on the forma-
tion of military doctrine in a capitalist society at the present time loses
its former significance. In its struggle to suppress the democratic forces
of a country and to strengthen its position, the bourgeoisie of one country
will come to terms with the bourgeoisie of another, stronger capitalist

69

4

S' -- -- -- . . . - -- "



country, often to the detriment 6f its own national interests of the people.

Military strategy occupies a subordinate position with regard to
military doctrine. Military doctrine determines over-all policy in princi-

ple, while military strategy, starting from this over-all policy develops
and investigates concrete problems touching upon the nature of future war,

the preparation of a country for war, the organization of the armed forces,
and the methods of warfare.

The Class Essence of Bourgeois Military Strategy

In speaking of the class essence of bourgeois military strategy, one
cannot ignore the problem of the nature of the foreign and domestic policy
of imperialist countries, since the class interests of imperialism find
their expression in them and they also determine the content of military

strategy and its essence.

At the present stage, the supremacy of monopolies and, in particular,
the monopolies of the United States of America provide the economic and
ideological foundation of imperialism. It sets the tone and in many respects
determines the foreign policy of all imperialist countries.

American imperialism strives for world domination, as evidenced by
the pronouncement of ex-President Eisenhower: "...the vital interests of
America are connected with the entire world, encompassing both hemispheres
and all the continents," and the United States feels it must "assume an
important role in world affairs, a role of energetic leadership" [26].

In its desire to mask the predatory, aggressive nature of the foreign
functions of the present American government, the ruling circles of the
United States resort to lies, declaring that they extend economic aid to
underdeveloped countries and mutual assistance to their partners in various
blocs and alliances in defense against "Communist aggression." Former
President Kennedy, in his speech in Vienna in June, 1961, hypocritically
asserted that economic assistance to underdeveloped countries is a "historic
opportunity for the United States to aid these countries in building the
respective societies," and that for this reason we "can train and equip
their troops." In the same speech, Kennedy stated that "the U. S. even
now supports many countries from the north of Europe to the Middle East to
Saigon." In essence, this speech again confirmed that the United States
aims at world, domination and proved that the economic relations of American
imperialism with other countries have a sharply pronounced military and
political taint.

The policy of the United States, Britain [Editor's Note #61 and West
Germany reflects the desire of reactionary militarist circles to impose
their will upon other countries by means of economic and political pres-
sure, of threats and provocation.

This policy has been called a policy "from the position of strength."
It gives expression to the desire of the most aggressive circles of modern
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imperialism for world domination, the suppression of labor, democratic and
national-liberation movements and for the preparation of military ventures
against the socialist camp, and, first of all, against the USSR.

It is not by accident that the American military rand' political
literature, devotes special attention to the cult of force as the most
important means for the realization of its foreign policy.

In numerous military and political publications which have appeared
in the USA in recent years, the principle of force is regarded as the only
possible principle of United States relations with other governments. Thus,
the American military theoretician G. F. Elliot insists that "the only re-
alistic American policy is to maintain its strength at an incomparable
level" and that foreign policy must be based on an "actively agressive
principle" [27]. Another author, N. J. Spykman, in his book American Strat-
egy in World Politics attempts to prove that international problems can
be solved only by means of force and that only force can serve to accom-
plish the aims of foreign policy. "In international society," he writes,
"all forms of coercion are permissible including destructive war." Spykman
calls upon the government to "impose its will upon those who have no
strength, and force concessions from those with little strength" [28].

The main component of the policy "from the position of strength" is
international provocation, espionage and sabotage, the disruption of inter-
national economic and cultural ties, and artificial straining of interna-
tional relations.

According to official pronouncements of pulitical leaders of the
USA, the policy from "a position of strength" is a policy of pressure, a
policy of dictation, supported by the Army, the Air Force, and the Navy.
'Nuclear weapons are its basic factor and fulcrum.

Among wOitern statesmen there is a widespread opinion that this pol-
Icy makes a new war impossible since it will assure "a balance of power"
in the world.

Appearing in Chicago, former Secretary of State John Foster Dulles
outlined two directions of Airican foreign policy: that of military
blocs and that of an armaments race.

The armaments race in the USA has already assumed gigantic propor-
tions. An increasing large part of the national income is expended for
the maintenance of huge armies and for the armaments race.

The military and strategic forms of enacting the foreign policy of
modern imperialist countries are manifested in the capture of bases, the
occupation of foreign territories, and the knocking together of aggressive
military blocs and groups.

In pursuing its aggressive aims and fulfila.lng the requirements of
military strategy, the government of the United States of America has
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created large military bases on the territories of countries thousands of
kilometers away from the borders of the USA -- bases for military operations
against the Soviet Union and other socialist countries.

American military bases are springboards for aggressive war against
j the countries of the socialist camp, and at the same time create conditions

for interference in the internal affairs of the countries in which they
J are located. The USA, in locating its military units on the territory of

its allies and equipping them with atomic weapons, pursues aims of provo-
cation and attempts to divert from itself the retaliatory blow in the event
of an attack on the Soviet Union and other countries of the socialist camp.

The ideologists of American imperialism do hot hide the true purpose
of these bases. For example, Kieffer writes: "Tomorrow's battlefield
will be the whole world. Today's problem is to secure the maximum number
of points of strategic importance in the world and to train our troops to
hold these positions" [29].

A more complete characteristic of the aims in forming these bases
is given by Hanson Baldwin, military reviewer of the American magazine
Saturday Evening Post. He writes that the military bases of the USA "serve
many purposes. They are important as a springboard for an attack against
the central areas of Russia... At the same time, the economic necessity
which forces us to look beyond our borders is conceivably even more serious
than the military necessity. We must have access to raw materials in other
countries of the world and we must be able to export a part of our pr6-
duction surplus" [30].

In practice, the creation of numerous military bases on foreign soil
becomes, in fact, an occupation of these countries. Thus, for example, in
accordance with the American-Greek agreement concerning military bases,
"the government of the United States can bring in, quarter, and maintain
American personnel in Greece. American armed forces and their equipment
can be brought into Greece, taken out at will, and moved freely within the
country; moreover they will have free access to the air space over Greece
and its territorial waters" [31].

New military blocs and alliances are being formed in preparation for
a new world war.

Participation of small countries in military and political blocs
and alliances often leads to direct occupation of these countries.

In following the aggressive policy on their countries, bourgeois
military theoreticians formulate the military strategy of capitialist
countries; which directs the genius cf man against man himself, turning
scientific discoveries into terrible weapons for waging destructive war.
Thus, scientific discoveries dealing with the fission of the atom were
immediately utilized by the military strategy of the USA to make atomic
bombs.
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To serve the militaristic desires of the American inperialists,
inhuman. theories 6f reactionary scientists, which differ but little from
Hitler's mad dreams, were conceived in the USA. Thus, the Dean of' the
University of Tampa, Doctor Nance, declzxed: "I believe that we must en-
gage in thorough preparation based on the law of the Jungle. Everyone
must learn the art of killing. I do not believe that war should be restrict-
ed to armies, navies, and air forces, or that there should be any limita-
tion with regard to method or weapons of destruction. I would approve of
bacteriological warfare, the use of poison gas, atomic and hydrogen bombs
and IEBM's. I would not ask mercy for hospitals, churches, schools, or
any other population groups..., [32].

Reactionary theories find practical application in the military
stretegy and in the foreign policy of the USA. The operations of the co-
lossal apparatus of the White House, the Pentagon, NATO, SEATO, CEIVO, and
all the practical activity of the U.S. government are directed toward the
realization of these theories.

Reactionary scientists in various disciplines, sociologists, econo-
mists, and military theoreticians, in reflecting the desire of imperialists
for world domination, develop various theories and doctrines of military
strategy. Like flashes in a kaleidoscope, we see in the pages of the bour-
geois press: 'brinkmanship," "the strategy of deterrence," "the doctrine
of containment," "doctrine of liberation," and finally, in recent years,
there has appeared a special interest in the problem of so-called limited
wars, and the theory of "escalation of war."

The emergence of the theory of limited war was not accidental. With
the colossal success of the Soviet Union and other countries of the social-
ist camp in economics, science, technology, and culture before them, the
imperialists have become convinced not only of the impossibility of crushing
the socialist system but also of the inevitable catastrophic consequences
for capitalism in the event of a new world war. However, political aims
under conditions of capitalist society cannot conceivably be achieved with-
out war; military theoreticians of imperialism scurry around in search of
such methods of solution of military and political problems, which, on the
one hand, would avoid the destruction of the capitalist system and, on the
other hand, lead to the attainment of expansionist aims. Limited war, in
the opinion of American military theoreticians, corresponds best to these
aims. In advocating the theory of limited war, American strategists strive
to secure the safety of the USA from retaliatory nuclear strikes, to suppress
movements of national liberation, to preserve the colonial system, and to
create additional stimuli for the economy in order to extract maximum profits.

Moreover, the imperialist military theoreticians consider that the
theory of limited local, wars allows convincing the American people and the
people of the allied countries that war would not be "so terrible" even
if nuclear weapons were to be used, that war could apparently be "softened,"
"normalized."

In the opinion of American military theoreticians, the value of the
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doctrine of-wars with limited aims consists of the fact that they appar-
ently exclude the. use of strategic nuclear weapons and, at the same time'
fully preserve the possibi-lity- to implement aggression plans In Europe,
Asia, and Africa.

The imperialist plans-also give special importance to limited wars
as a pretext for unleashing wArs against the countries of the socialist
camp.

Bourgeois strategy is reactionary i n its social-political aims, since
it serves the interests of imperialist aggressors, conducting wars which
are unjust and predatory, aiming to seize foreign territories, to suppress
movements of national libeoati6n, and to subjugate peoples of other countries.

Bourgeois military strategy is reactionary, not only in its political
essence, but in its ideological, theoretical, and philosophical foundations,
since it interprets a social phenomenon such as. war on the basis of anti-
scientific bourgeois sociology, and on the basis of ideological and meta-
physical philosophy.

The military strategy of imperialist governments is •directed toward
the preservation and strengthening of the outmoded capitalist system, at
the preservation of the rotten system of colonialism, and at the struggle
of the most advanced and progressive system of human society -- the social-
ist system.

The Class Essence of Soviet Military Strategy

The peace-loving policy of the Soviet Union, constantly pursued by
the Soviet government in international relations, is determined by the na-
ture of the social system which has triumphed in the USSR and by the action
of the basic economic law of socialism, whose essential characteristics and
and requirements are the assurance of the maximum fulfillment of the con-
stantly growing material and cultural requirements of °society as a whole
by means of the constant growth and prfection of the socialist economy.
The basic economic law of socialism is the objective law of development of
the socialist society; it functions as the fundamental principle, which in
the final analysis determines the essence of the foreign policy of a so-
cialist state.

The decisive role of economics with regard to politics consists in
the very fact that social ideas and theories have their roots in the ma-
terial life of society, and that they must be sought in economics, since
new political ideas and institutions arise from the existing problems of
development of the material life of society.

V. I. Lenin adapted the Marxist theory of foreign policy to the new
historical conditions. Leninism, starting with the objective economic laws
of development of human society long before the victory of the proletariat
in Russia, provided a thorough foundation for the peaceful foreign policy
of the future proletariat state. Its point of departure was the new social
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structure as well az the new objective laws which arose from the victory
of the socialist revolution.

The Communist party of the Soviet Union is the great directing and
guiding iorce of the Soviet state. It is guided by Marxist-Ieninist theory,
by the knowledge of objective economic laws, and can scientifically solve
the most important tasks of building communism. In the field of domestic
policy the Party considers one of its most important problems to be the
constant effort to completely 3atisfy the constantly growing needs of the
Soviet peo~ple, while in the field of foreign policy the Communist party and
Soviet governmeat consistently follow a course of preservation aýd consoli-
dation of peace between nations and of development of cooperation and trade
with, all countries, observing, the principle of maintenance of mutual inter-
ests and equal rights. In all the years of its existence, the Soviet Union
has never conducted one war with aggressive aims.

In the congresses of the Communist ,party and in the decisions of its
plenums and conferences, it is constantly stressed that the basis of the
foreign policy of the Communist party and the Soviet government is the
struggle to eliminate war from the life of society and to preserve world
peace. The entire practical activity of the Soviet government in the in-
ternational arena stems from these decisions.

To the Communist party and the Soviet government and to all the
Soviet people, the cause of the stzengtening of peace and the safeguarding
of the security of nations is not a question of tactics and diplomatic
maneuvers. It is the general guideline of Soviet foreign policy, which
has been consistently expressed by thA Soviet state for the many years of
its existence.

"The efforts of the Soviet government in this direction are bearing
fruit. The nations of the world believe more and. more in the possible
liberation of mankind from world war. The elimination of world wars from
the life of society is a real proilem. All the necessary objective con-
ditions for it have become ripe. Karl Marx wrote: "...humanity is never
faced with problems which cannot be solved, since on close examination it
always appears that the problem itself arises only when the material con-
ditions for its solution already exist) or at least are in the process of
being formed" [331. The real possibilities for the solution of this nroblem
consist in the fulfillment of the economic plans of the Soviet Unic.. id
other socialist countries, thus securing and increasing their defensive
potential.

Despite the growth of ito military might the Soviet Union is increas-
ing its struggle for the cessation of the armaments race, for the prohibi-
tion of atomic weapons and testing, for complete and gd.ineral disarmament$
for the liquidation of foreign military bases and the removal of troops
from foreign territories, and for the elimination of world war from the life
of society.

The new scientific discoveries and engineering achievements of the
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socialist society are used to strengthen peace and security°.

The mastery of nuclear energy and the creation of ballistic rockets
under the Soviet regime are used for the benefit of mankind and for the
conquest of nature. The first atomic power stations and the first atomic
ice breaker were designed and built in the Soviet 'Union; we launched the
first artificial earth satellite, the first interplanetary stations, sand
the first man into space.

It is quite evident that the Soviet Union has left the United States
far bebind in the mastery of space. However, this advantage is used by the
Soviet UTnion in peaceful and scientific ways for the benefit of all mankind.

The Soviet Union has had intercontinental rockets since 1956. It
ts difficult to overestimate the strategic importance of these rockets.
They can reach any point on the globe carrying atomic or thermonuclear
warheads of essentially unlimited destructive power. However, the Soviet
government did not utilize this advantage to solve any problems of foreign
policy. On the contrary, the Soviet government insists upon outlawing war,
emphasizing the utter folly of solving international disputes by means of
war under modern conditions. Peaceful coexistence or catastrophic war --
this is the only choice offered by history.

The high and noble aims of the Soviet government and its Armed
Forces determine the nature and essence of Soviet military strategy. Soviet
military strategy serves the interests of the most advanced and progressive
socialist system; its efforts are directed toward the solution of problems
of increasing the defensive potential of the Soviet government and toward
the organization of its armed forces for successful repulsion of aggression.
This is the class essence of Soviet military strategy.

Soviet military strategy is guided by progressive, rational. and
completely scientific theory of Marxism-Leninism, by the philosophy of
dialectic and historical materialism, which makes possible scientific inves-
tigation and appropriate utilization of the objective laws determining
victory in modern war.
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EDITOR'S NOTE ON CHAPTER II

The major changes in the third, edition of ML&GJLy StUte.gy are found
in this s'econd chapter. These changes are significant and have many !,

-implications. At the-same time- they should be interpreted with caution.

Military theoreticians in the USSR stress the requirement for all offi-
cers to h~ave. a thorough understanding of their probable opponents. One of
the seventeen books of the "Officer's Library" series is The Ogdnizwt-Lon
and Armaments om the Amez and Navies o' CapaLo. States. In Soviet
military-bookstores, books and pamphlets can be purchased for a few kopeks
discussing in detail the military equipments and forces of the United States,
West Germany, or Great Bri-tain.

Soviet perceptions of the military forces, strategy and doctrine of
the Armed Forces of non-communist nations reflect, to some extent, their
own concepts. This chapter, of course, may not give their true perceptions,
but could be indicative of their views of the intentions of the political-
mi.litary leadership of the West. Since most readers are familiar with
United States military forces, individual judgments can be made as to the
accuracy and the objectivity of the Soviet views.

The editors of M tiZU St•tegy probably have used this chapter for
many purposes. The obvious reason is for the education of the Soviet officer.
The sectionon preparation of new wars by the cap-italist nations may be in-
tended to make the Soviet officer more conscious of his responsibilities.
Also, the authors may discuss military concepts which, for reasons of policy,
cannot be acknowledged as being considered for adoption by their own forces,
but which can be attributed to foreign nations.

Also, the Soviet political-military leadership may want their officers
to become familiar with principl'es and concepts of non-nuclear warfare.
Soviet military writings on doctrine and strategy discuss essentially
nuclear concepts. Even a book such as Tacz..tLu. , the eighth book to be pub-
lished in the "Officer's Library" series, and which was reviewed as the first
w.lriting of its kind since 1941, still discusses only "the basic question of
combined arms battle in nuclear rocket war." A discussion of non-nuclear
war, except in the context of "wars of national liberation" apparently is not
permitted - except when attributed to foreign sources.

Finally, there may be a dialogue of some sort between defense-intel-
lectuals of the Soviet Union and the non-communist world. Conceivably,
this chapter could have as a purpose that of modifying strategic thinking
in the United States. Assumptions of a dialogue should be carefully made
and firm conclusions are most difficult to reach.

The changed treatment the Soviet editors have given to the possible
military use of space between this edition and the two previous editions
is most interesting. The earlier editions had considered the military use
of space in Churer VI, entitled "Methods of Conducting Warfare," in a
section on "Problems of using space for military purposes." Although all

Preceding page blank
"L79



knowledge that "'Soviet military strategy takes into account the need for

studying questions on the use of outer space and aerospace vehicles to
strengthen the defense of the socialist countries."

In this 1968 edition of MQtwtay Stfa..tegy, all discussions of space,
programs are placed in Chapter ii, "Military Strategy of Imperialist States
and Their Preparations of New Wars." The space. discussion concludes with
the statement: "The facts stated are evidence that the American imperialists
have taken the path of direct use of space to realize their aggressive
intentions."

Later, in Chapter VI, the Soviet editors are very careful to give an
impression of Soviet supremacy in space. Here the following addition is
found:

"...it must be assumed that in the near future radical corrections
will be able to be introduced into this system as a result of the
inc~orporation of various cosmic means. All of this in turn conditions
the nature of a future war, the methods of waging it, and the prin-
ciples of organization of the armed forces."

This could be interpreted that the Soviets are taking a very active
interest in the military use of space, while practicing traditional Russian
secrecy. In another publication, Soviet military spokesmen have noted that
"the creation of a weapon that is new in principle and secretly nurtured in
scientific research bureaus and constructors' collectives can in a short
time sharply change the relationship of forces. The surprise appearance
of one or another type of weapon is advancing as an essential factor,
especially in contemporary circumstances."

In the discussion of nuclear war, the Soviet reader may be confused by
the Soviet interpretation of the views of the United States political-military
leadership. The editors at one place attempt to show that the United States
is seriously considering a surprise nuclear attack on the Soviet Union. In
another paragraph, the Soviet authors conclude with an acknowledgment that
the leaders in the United States recognize that "an 'all-out nuclear rocket
war, no matter how it is unleashed, will be destructive for both sides."
Then, "as an alternative to general nuclear war, the imperialist aggressors
have promoted the concept of limited wars." In the Soviet view limited war
is a type of armed conflict "...which on the one hand the USA participates
in directly or indirectly (usually through their allies) and on the other,
the USSR. The characteristic feature of such a war is that during its
course, the strategic bor'bing of objectives on tne territories of the USA and
the USSR is supposedly no. resorted to."

1 Lt. Colonel V. M. Bondarenko, Candidate of Philosophical Sciences,
"Military-Technical Superiority: The Most Important Factor in the Reliable
Defense of the Country", Comrmunu•.st o6 .the. Aked Fomce4, September, 1966,
p. 10.
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And f-urtherý as a United States definition:

"Limited warfare includes all types of wars using both convention-
al and tactical nuclear weapons, as well as-.local wars."

The Soviets, professing to give United States views, further emphasize
that a limited war is characterized by "deliberate mutual restraint", but
it also is impossible "to determine accurately that limit •at which a further
relaxation of escalations restrictions will lead from a limited war into an
all-out nuclear war." Essentially, however, it is "the essence of the pre-
determined- restraints on the belligerents which result in the war acquiring
a limited character."

The use of nuclear weapons in a limited war always remains a primary,
danger. Soviet discussions of this problem are fa.-rly realistically ap-
proached in this chapter. They acknowledge that very little actually is
known about the effects of such weapons, especially their political, mili-
tary and psychological consequences.

If a nuclear weapon is introduced into a limited war, what are the con-
di-tions which make it tactical or strategic? Can this be determined from its
power alone, and how is this power hmeasured? There also is the problem of
determining "what means of delivery for tactical nuclear weapons can be
used in limited war, and can these means be used when lo ated outside the
zone of the limited war?"

With what might be considered as an attempt at a dialogue, the Soviet
editors assert that the Pentagon officials, as well as Western military
theoreticians, understand the problem of limiting a "limited war," es-
pecially if "even tactical nuclear weapons are used." Henry Kissinger is
quoted as an authority who believes "that limited war will automatically
escalate into general war because the losing side will continually commit
n|ew resources in order to restore the situation."

After a continuation of this particular discussion, which supposedly
is the American view, the Soviets conclude with the section thus:

"...in spite of all these theories and concepts, one can state with
assurance that the strategy of limited warfare based on the use of only
tactical nuclear weapons will involve the dangers analogous to those
connected with the strategy of 'massive retaliation'. "

It is also conceded that:

"A limited war is fraught with the tremendous danger of escalating
into general war, especially if tactical nuclear weapons are used. This
is also recognized by American theoreticians."

The Soviet editors note that the area for military maneuver in the
NATO zone is very restricted,, and because of this the forces might be re-
quired to use nuclear weapons from the very beginning of a conflict, Further
it is. considered that the NATO forces must be in constant readiness to conduct:
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,i-an all-out nuclear war, which from the very beginning will be
conducted with massive and unlimited-use of nuclear weapons...

an all-out nuclear war springing up qs a result of the ex-
pansion of the scale of a conventional, limited armed conflict;

armed conflicts, during which only conventional means of
destruction are used, or both conventional" and tactical nuclear wea-
pons are used."

The end' result of the first two conditions postulated by the Soviets
in NATO would be the ,same - an all-out nuclear exchanrge. The third suggestts
a "limited conf lict,"' with or without the use of tactica] nuclear weapons,
However, according to Soviet theory, if nuclear powers are engaged -in.a'
limi-ted war, the war must surely escalate to general nuclear war-.

Under the heading, "Preparation of new wars by the imperialist s~ta-es-
and basic trends in the development of the armed forces," the Soviet authors
give their readers a summary of United States strategic goals-.and force
posture. They assert that 'Ithe USA tries to have such a quantitative supe-
riority over the USSR that, under any conditions including the most unfavor-
able, the USA would be In a position to deliver an effective blow with ade-
quate force."

Facts and figures are given on the strategic offensive weapons system
of the United States with rel.tively few polemics. The authors becoine less
objective when they return to discuss the "military space program" of the
Uni~ted States. They claim that the United States is creating "space-suppor-t-
ing systems of satellites and systems for prohibiting the use of space by
other countries...." The size of this space program is such that "the facts
stated are evidence that the American imperialists have taken the path of
direct use of space to realize tneir aggressive intentions."

Soviet discussions of United States "air defense and antimissile de-
fense forces" presents, seemingly dispassionately, the view of the former
Secretary of Defense, M-. McNamara, on defense limitations. The Soviets
note the American premise that "with each additional increase in defensive
forces, effectiveness of defense increases ever more slowly." They also
note that "the American command has concluded that in the next decade the
USA will actually be incapable of assuring complete defense of its terri-
tory whatever'the forces available (offense and defense) for the conduct
of a nuclear war."

The Soviets .have added an interesting paragrcph:

"The United States exerts great efforts in the creation of anti-
missile and antispace defense. This is conditioned first of all by
the frat that :according to the views of the military-political leader-
-hip of the USA and a number of other countries of NATO, the side which
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"Orst art antimissile (antis pace) defense., wil'Z hdve a mrbst
io~rt6,nt strategic- advantage which would allow the threatening of

Waror- its, unlZeashing,- withdut danger, from the enemy Is retaliatory

-Ac~or~ding to the Soviet-percepti~on of United States mi'litary posture,
,th~e-9n*-ted S tates m il'ita ry ch i 6fs cons ide r that success in "modern war is
&fly Tbssibe: *thrugh the coordinated efforts of all serVices of the armed

§ fo -rcO, -among- Which. the most important role is played by the -ground forces,"
'The,_oV~gs .indV:ate the-Americans believe these forces. "are as indispens-

able to an-all-out nuclear war as they are to a l'imited war..."

The Sovi'k-edi'tors discuss the role of "tactical aviation" in the
--~pitiisL-oi~tris--and note that "in spite of the- -increased role and

pntePial of -nuclear weapions of the "surf ace-to-surf ace" class, tactical
a -v ation. is be'Ing: further d-v~loped in most of the capitalist countries."
Also noted'is "the si-nificaiice of tactical avi'btion in the conduct of
I Imi-ed wYars Is iricreas~ing."1

The -1fetoI'the r'e~dllution in mil.itary affairs upon the United
-States Ai-ied -F'cet- -l& aJso di~sdussed. According to the Soviets, plans
c&d&-pro9g-am mst-b formulated in the United States to satisfy military
.ard- popl-itical- objectives in t~he light of the str~ategy of flexible response.
This -s~trategy requires constant combat readiness of the armed forces to
corviutt one or two- local- war~s- in 'vari-ous -regions of the globe, -with or
-wi.,th6t the 1i5e, of -nuclear, weapons. Conpsequently, "the armed forces must
be -ready- foe~ -aUý-out- nucl)ear'--war."

'The- f-inal suirnpaýy pf -this Chapte'r iLs most interesting. Nothing has been
adoed, airi-Jit -remains unchanged, in _this -respect, since 1962. The deletions
.fx~rdnthe. prevqiouq$ qd'tons make it signif-iLcant. For- example, in the next to
-the l~ast Oaragraph- the~re- -i's a- very curious (omission from the ea~rliler editions.
The So-viet edi-toVs assert the standard phraseology about the preparation
for war by the -Un Lted- Statec agai'nst the soci-ali[st camp. Previously, the
last. seritencýe in: -thls pairagrap ,h had been as fol lowvs:

"They [the USA] 8a the possibility of such an outcome of a war
in a suy p'n'ise attack, and in the creaztion of strong and the most combat-
ready,' -rmed forces which technically, especially with respect to space
means, would -Zh consgiderably super-?'or to the ar.,ned forces of the enemy."

-In -1-968, the phrase., :Iespcecial~y-with respect to space means" has been
omi tted-.

This is an- interesting chapter and at the same time probably easy to
mlsinter-!)ret. How much of it simply is- ;o Inform the Soviet officers of
the Armed Forces of the- so-cal-led imper-ia-list nations? How much Is to con-
duct a dialogue wi-th- the West? A-Iso, what ml-ght the Soviet editors expect
the Chinese tommuni-sts to- read into this chapter, as well as in the entire

,book?
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The chapter ends with a change-which might give some slight cause for
optimism. Previously, the closing-paragraph had contained the standard
threat that "Ameri'can aggressors" are being forced to reckon with "the might
of the Armed Forces of the-Soviet Union and the persistant demands of the
peoples of the world who protest against nuclear war and actively support
proposals for the prohibition of nuclear weapons, for general and total
disarmament, for achieving peace on earth."

The Soviets have dropped the meaningless phrase "for achieving peace
on earth," and substituted the more realistic "for creating a sure system
of international security." This suggests that Soviet leaders may be ready
at, last to come to some meaningful agreement which will prevent the catas-
trophe they have so accurately described. Words, however, must be backed
up by action.
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CHAPTER II

'MILITARY STRATEGY OF IMPERIALIST COUN~TRIES
AND THEIR PREPARATION OF NEW WARS

THE CONTEMPaIARY MILITARY STRATEGY OF THE USA ANlD NATO

The destruction of German fascism and Japanese militarism had an
immense iinfluence on the progressive development of the peoples of Europe,
Asia, Africa, and Latin America; it created favorable conditions for fur-
ther strengthening and expansion of the influence of socialist forces.
Socialism transcended the framework of one country and became a world-wide
system encompassing more than one-third of the world's population.

Substantial changes also took place in the capitalist world. as a
result of World War II. Britain emerged from the war considerably weakened,
having lost its previous might.`1 France and. other European countries, having
endured German occupation for a long time, were almost totally devastated.
The other capitalist countries who bad participated in the war on the side
of the anti-German coalition (with the exception of the USA and Canada)
found themselves in bad econnic straits.

The United States of America, having reapedllIunbelievablellIprofits
from the war, used the postwar situation to strengthen its economic., poli-
tical, and military positions. The political aims of the American imper-
ialists were and are to enslave economically and politically the European
and other capitalist countries and, having turned them into obedient instru-
ments, to unite them into various military and political blocs and groups
aimed against the countries of the socialist camp.* All this follows the
main goal: the achievement of world domination. [Editor's Note #t 1]

In the first postwar years the military and foreign policy of the
ruling circles of the United States was expressed primarily in an attempt
to surround the countries of the socialist camp by a system of inimical
military and political groups and blocs of capitalist states and to unite
them into a single anti-communist coalition. This policy was most clearly
manifested in the organization of numerous military, air and naval bases
around the countries of the socialist camp, in the ratification by the
American Congress of the essentially expansionist "Truman Doctrine" and
"Marshall Plan" which made it possible for the United States to establish
control over the economy and the politics of European countries, and in the
"Eisenhower Doctrine" aimed at the enslavement of the countries of the Near
and Middle East.

Aggressive military blocs were formed with the direct and active par-
ticipation of the United States: NATO in 1949 in Europe; SEATO in 1954 in
Southeast Asia; and CENTO in 1955 in the Near and Middle East. In 1954, at
the 14th session of the NATO Council in Paris, the United States succeeded
in reaching military agreements favoring the rebirth of West German mili-
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tarism and its conversion into a NATO striking force. In particular, this
session examined and approved the decisions of the London and Paris confer-
ences of the Western powers concerning the end of military occupation of
West Germany, its remilitarization and inclusion in NATO. In addition to
this, the Americans concluded a series of military and political agreements
with vassal states -- Japan, South Korea, the Kuomintang clique and others.

Thus, soon after the conclusion of World War II, the U. S. formed
aggressive military groups jJ against the Soviet Union and the other coun-

tries of the socialist camp. As a result, the American imperialists obtained
the right to use the territories of the signatory countries as military
springboards. They also assumed control over almost the entire military and
economic potential of these countries, including construction, preparation,
and possible use of armed forces, making obedient puppets of their partners.

The formation of aggressive military and political blocs under the
aegis of the United States leads to the loss of political sovereignty by the
countries participating in these blocs as well as a significant loss in the
national features of their foreign policy and strategy.

As opposed to the prewar years, when the strategies of the main capi-
talist countries had their own clearly expressed national features, the post-
war period was characterized by a tendency toward a leveling of national
military strategies and their unification into a single, global military
strategy designed to implement U. S. foreign policy. II In working out a unit-
ed strategy, lleachl'country -- participating in onel aggrcssive libloc or an-

other -- introduces its own proposals, addenda or changes, stemming from
its own national interests. This, of course, causes sharp conflicts among
the different countries. However, in dealing with the political or ideo-

logical aspects of the struggle against the Soviet Union and other coun-
tries of the socialist camp, the imperialist circles, motivated by a hatred
of the socialist countries, and by fear of the future, always find common
ground for the acceptance of the coordinated decisions. This is evident,
if only from the declaration of Stikker, former Secretary-General of NATO,
to the effect that the only disagreements and contradictions in NATO are
those of "tactical problems." As regards the struggle against the Soviet
Union, "our alliance is firm" (l].

The end of World War II coincided with the appearance of atomic wea-
pons, ano thermonuclear weapons followed. This fact 1 greatly 11 facilitated
the consolidation of imperialist forces, led by the United States, ana exerted
a significant influence on the formulation of a single imperialist military
policy ana of a strategy dictated by the American ruling circles. The ini-
tial postwar period was also characterized by an imperialist policy on the
part of the United States "from a position of strength" toward the Soviet
Union and the other socialist countries. The ini!luence of this policy on
strategy was reflected in official manuals, where military strategy is de-
fined as "...the art and science of using the armed forces of a country to
secure the aims of national policy by application of force or threats of
force" [2]. [Editor's Note #2]
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Until nearly the end .o•' 196Q, U.S. .eaders adhered to the strategy
of so-called, 'dssive retaliation," reeU-ting from a policy of "deterrence,"
and fecogniieý only the possibility of waging a general nuclear war against
the Soviet Union. The strategy of, "massive retaliation," or as it was also
balled "massive retribution," liwas more clearily- formulatedllby the government
-and the military command of the United States in 1953, with the beginning
of the Eisenhower administration.. Its official acceptance was announced on
January 12, 1954, by then Secretary of State Dulles, who, appearing before
the Council on Foreign Relations in New York, declared: "The basic decision
must be based primaiily on our strong capability for delivery of an immedi-
ate retaliatory strike by such means and at such points as we may choose" [3].

The phrases "massive retaliation" and "massive retribution" served
to mask the aggressive essence of American strategy. The imperialists of
the United States, hiding behind similar phrases and terms, are in real'ty
preparing for a surprise nuclear attack against the Soviet Union and the
other countries of the socialist camp. American political and military
leaders have repeatedly stated this, directly or indirectly.

General Taylor, former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, wrote
in 1960 that in the opinion of the U.S. Air Force Command "in strategic
air warfare a strong offense is the best defense" [4]. Taylor states fur-
ther that: "If we take into account the possibility of an unsuccessful
application of our forces (that is, of American forces -- Ed.),* the retal-
iatory actions of the opponent..." [51 (our emphasis -- Ed.).* This
clearly shows who will attack first.

Former SAC Commander, General Power, in May, 1959, was even more
frank: "We must never find ourselves in a position where we cannot begin
a war ourselves...we must have the ability to deliver the first blow" [6].

The strategy of "massive retaliation, as is known, was based on the
assumption that the United States then had, supposedly, an overwhelming
superiority over the Soviet Union in nuclear weapons and chiefly in stra-
tegic aviation. Therefore, the attainment of the outlined political and
military aims of the United States could be assured from their point of view
only by threatening to start a general nuclear war, assuming that the coun-
tries of the socialist camp would not dare to take this step because of their
unfavorable position with respect to offensive nuclear forces.

In accordance with this strategy, the U.S. government put the main
emphasis on the development of nuclear weapons of strategic and operational-
tactical designation, de-emphasizing the conventional armed forces, especially
the ground troops. [Editor's Note #3]

The strategy of "massive retaliation" was acceuited not only by the
United States, but also by the other NATO countries. In December, 1954,
they first began to plan military operations using nuclear weapons, and
later officially accepted the above strategy, according to which the lljarmed
forcesillof the North Atlantic aggressive bloc were to use nuclear weapons

* Translator's note: The editorial comment is that of the original Russian
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in any case, regardless of whetheN or not tie enemy would do so. It was
assumed that NATOiliwould not wagejli limited war against the Soviet Union in
Europe. The possibility of limited (local,) wars was examined only for the
"less developed areas of the globe, beyond the confines of Europe" [7].

Thus, according to the designs of American aggressors and their NATO
allies, the mere threat of the use of nuclear weapons was allegedly a suf-
ficient factor ofljjintimidationilland their use in any conflict was presumed
to nullify the offensive capability of the armed forces of the Soviet Union.
However, these hopes were in vain.

As a result of the great successes of the USSR in the fields ollinu-
clear weapons, jjrocketry and .the mastery of space, the strategy of "massive
retaliatibn" failed. Completely unrealistic in its foundations, it was
soon rejected by its very creators. As early as October 27, 1957, Dulles
declared that the United States and its allies must take the necessary action
in the event of the arising of local conflicts "without provoking a general
nuclear war" [ 8].

Thus, during 1957-1960, the United States and other Western countries
began a period of research for reasons and for failure of the strategy [Ed. N.#4]

III of "massive strike" Illand to search intensively for a new strategy which
would correspond, from the point of view of the American aggressors, to the
changing balance of power between the East and the West. This study was
undertaken by various military and civilian agencies and organizations, and
this problem is also dealt with by individual American and West European
military leaders. [Editor's Note #5]

As a result, in the United States, Britain, and other countries,
there appeared a large number of reports, books, and articles dealing with
the problems of the foreign policy, war, and strategy.

In December of 1959, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee published
a special report "The Development of Military Technology and Its Effect on
the Strategy and Foreign Policy of the United States" prepared by the Johns
Hopkins Washington Center and serving as an official document of Congress.
In addition, in the United States books appeared by R. Osgood, Limited War,
B. Brodie, Strategy in the Missile Age, General Maxwell Taylor, Unreliable
Strategy, * Henry A. Kissinger, The Necessity for Choice, a group of authors**,
A Forward Strategy for America, and in Britain the book of Air Marshal
Kingston-McCloughry, Defense, Policy, and Strategy, and a number of oi;ers.

The authors of these books and reports are unanimous in their nega-
tive evaluation of the strategy of '"massive retaliation" and in the proposed
preparation for aggressive war against the countries of the socialist camp
in the changing situation, as well as in plans for aggression in other re-
gions of the world. Many of the above investigations were conducted by
direction of governmental and military agencies of the United States, and
therefore to a significant degree influenced the formulation of the official
views of American ruling circles. [ Editor's Note #6 3

*Russian translation of The Uncertain Trumpet. Henceforth we will refer to

this book by its original title.
**Written by Robert Strausz-Hupe, William R. Kintner, and Stefan T. Possony.
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The main reason for the decline of the strategy of "massive retalia-
tion" was the overestimation 6f the forces and possibilities of the United
States and the obvious underestimation of the economic, technical, scien-
tific, end military possibilities of the Soviet Union. As a result of the
achievement of considerable superiority of the USSR over the USA in ICBM's,
a real threat for American territory was created; therefore, the political
and military leadership of the United States was faced with the need for
re-evaluation of its strategic position and possibilities.

The report of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee noted that "the
ending of the American nuclear monopoly and the growth of the strategic
possibilities of the Soviet Union increased the difficulties connected
with the maintenance of the military position required for the attainment
-of the established American aims" [9]. This report gives a rather sober
evaluation of the capabilities of the United States and the Soviet Union
with regard to territory and population, as well as loss of previous ad-
vantages of the United States in continental security and in size of indus-
trial potential. The Committee stated that "the military position of the
United States had deteriorated; the country, which previously enjoyed unde-
niable security, is now open and vulnerable to a direct and devastating
attack" [10].

An even more depressing evaluation of the United States' position
was given by H. Kissinger, who decisively rejects any illusions as to the
invulnerability of the United States. [Editor's Note #7]

Characteristically, in his book Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy,
which appeared in the United States in 1957, Kissinger was still in favor
of a strategy based on the threat of unlimited use of nuclear weapons,
that is, the unleashing of a general nuclear war. However, the events of
the last four years have forced him to arrive at diametrically opposed con-
clusions as to the necessity for choice, in his words, "between humiliation
and general nuclear war."

The increased military strength rf the Soviet Union and loss of[ Ed. Note
#8]1 superiority of the United States in strategic means of armed conflict
had' to be recognized by President Kennedy himself, who in November, 1961,
declared in Seattle that the United States is neither omnipotent nor om-
niscient [11 ]

Thus, under conditions which had taken shape when, Ilin the West's
estimation, jI there is a "balance" (in the sense of "parity" ) in strategic
means of destruction and a superiority of the USSR in conventional armed
forces, American strategi3ts were forced to re-evaluate their previous po-
sition with regard to general war.

There has been created as they say in the West., "a nuclear stalemate":
on the one hand a tremendous increase in the number of nuclear rocket weapons
and on the other, the incredible danger in their use. Under these conditions,
according to the political and military evaluations of the USA and NATO,
both sides had attained the position of so-called "mutual deterrence."
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All this led to the conch.sion that the strategy of "massive retalia-
tion" proved to be inflexible and could no longer guarantee tbe achievement
of the political aims of the American imperialists. While previously the
United States could, with almost complete immunity, threaten the unrestrained
use of nuclear weapons in any incident, even in local milltary conflicts
which might possibly arise, the charged balance of power has made it dan-
gerous to engage in "nuclear blackmail" and to risk the security of the
country.

These circumstances had an especially strong effect on the European
satellites of the USA. In particular, even by the end of 1959, it was noted
directly in the decisions of the Western European alliance that the Eu•.opean
countries can no longer rely exclusively on the strategic nuclear forces of
the United States, as was previously the case, since there are no grounds
for assuming that the Americans will be automatically involved in war in
the case of any military conflict springing up in Europe, not wishing to
risk nuclear attacks from the Soviet Union. [Editor's Note #9]

From an evaluation of the new conditions, the political and military
leadership of the United States began to recognize the strategy of so-called
"it"flexible response" as the most acceptable and expedient one. This, in their
opinion, makes it possible, if necessary, to conduct either a general nuclear
war or a limited war with or without the use of tactical nuclear weapons.

The strategy of 'flexible response" was formulated by General Taylor
in the above book The Uncertain Trumpet, where he discloses the nature
and the mode of realization of this strategy: "The strategic doctrine which
I would propose to replace massive retaliation is called the strategy of
'flexible response.' This name suggests the need for a capability to react
across the entire spectrum of possible challenge, for coping with anything..."
[12]. In other words, the strategy suggested by Taylor is, in his opinion,
expedient in all contingencies and provides a way out of any situation.

The American journal Foreign Affairs of January, 1961, in the article
"Security Will Not Wait," gives the following basic tenets of this strategy
formulated by Taylor as well as the general military program of the United
States government:

a) the formation of invulnerable strategic rocket forces, with the
capability of delivering a paralyzing blow to the enemy "even following a
surprise nuclear attack by the enemy;"

b) the formation of satisfactory and well-equipped mobile forces for
limited wars, "that is, armed conflicts on a smaller scale than general nu-
clear war between two blocs of nuclear powers;"

c) formation of an effective system of military alliances;

d) assurance of the most favorable use of the resources allocated for
carrying out the military program.
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'The new strategic concept of the USA was, in effect, already deter-

mined by the time the Kennedy administration came into power. [Ed. Note #10]

A number of official documents of the United States government, pub-
lished in 1961, explained quite clearly the aspects of the new strategic
concept and the military program of the United States.

The strategic concept, a message of the President of March 28, 1961,
stressed, "must be at the same time flexible and decisive," and envisage
the preparation for waging any type of war; world-wide or local, nuclear
or conventional, large-scale or small-scale. This concept is based on the
same idea of a "retaliatory strike," the only difference being that previ-
ously this term, regardless of the scale of the possible conflict, implied
the threat of the ,unrestricted use of nuclear weapons, that is, general
nuclear war, whereas now the "retaliatory strike" should correspond to the
nature of the possible conflict.

In connection with this, it is noted that the United States must in-
crease the capability of its armed forces to "respond quickly and effectively"
to any action of the enemy. Under conditions of a world war, this means
that the part of the armed forces "which survives the initial strike" must
retain this capability. It is most important to guarantee the possibility
of surviving the enemy's first attack and of delivering a retaliatory strike
of destructive force, "which shall cause him unacceptably greater losses."
In addition, it was stressed that the ability to force the enemy to refrain
from attacking depends not only on the number ofimissilesland bombers, but
"on the degree of their preparedness, the ability to survive in case of at-
tack, and the flexibility and reliability of their guidance for the achieve-
ment of strategic goals.

With regard to the conduct of limited wars, the message states that
t he United States and its allies must have the capability of conducting
such wars •ith conventional weapons. However, if the troops with conven-
tional weapons cannot fulfill the assigned tasks, nuclear weapons can be
used. At the stme time, t1he proboability of a limited war escalating into
a -world war is not denied& but it is stressed that all measures must be
taken to localize the conflict and to prevent a general nuclear war arising
-because of it. [ (Edior's Note #I1

Thus, the strategy of 'massive retaliation," which existed for the
USA aud NATO. unil 1961, and provided only for the preparation and waging
of a nucle-ar ýar against the Soviet Union and other countries of the social-
ist camp ~had outlived its time and has been replaced by the strategy of
"flexible response" which provides for preparation and conduct against the
socialist countries both of a general nuclear war and limited wars with or
without the use of nuclear weapons, ( Editor's Note //12 1

It is chearacterfstic that the strategy of "flexible response" which
is suitable for general nuclear war is now being further developed. On
June. 16, 1962, the American Secretary of Defense, McNamara, defined the
essence of tbhe strategy of "coumterforce" (or "exclusion of cities").
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Fearing a retaliatory nuclear strike against military-economic and military-
political centers of the United States, he announced: "The United States
came to the conclusion that we should approach the basic military strategYI
in a possible .general nuclear war to a considerable extent just as we ap-
proached more conventional operations in the past. This means that the main
military task in the event of nuclear war...should be the destruction of
the enemy's armed forces, and not the civilian population."

The American military clique came to such a conclusion as a result
of a lengthy study of how to conduct nuclear war as a whole. It was neces-
sary to determine the destruction of which objectives could lead to the rapid
defeat of the enemy.

Various points of view were expressed on this score. Some recommendeI
concentrating the main efforts on inflicting strikes on the most important
military objectives, in the first place, on the locations of strategic wea-
pons; others recommended strikes against large populated places. In the opin-
ion of the American military command, the solution of this problem was or
basic significance.

The launching of nuclear strikes against enemy strategic weapons is
a more difficult task in comparison with the launching of strikes against
large cities. These difficulties are caused primarily by the fact that, first
of all, there are significant numbers of such weapons and, secondly, by the
fact that the majority of them, especially rocket weapons, in modern condi-
tions are an absolute weapon, located in underground bases of low vulnera-
bility, on submarines, etc. In this connection, there is a growing ten-
dency toward the increase of their invulnerability.

The decision as to which objectives should be the ones against which
nuclear strikes are launched -- against strategic weapons or cities -- de-
pends to a considerable degree on the weapons system on hand and on its
quantity. If the weapon is so inaccurate that it cannot be used to destroy
small-dimension targets such as ballistic missile launching pads or airports,
"and there is not enough of them, it can only be used against large objec-
tives, for example, cities.

According to press reports, over a number of years the American com-
mand conducted war gam,:,, with the use of computer machines, during which
computations were performed of the different variations for launching strikes
with strategic weapons against the Soviet Union and other countries of the
socialist camp. These calculations led the military leaders of the United
States to come to the following conclusion: the launching of strikes against
cities does not remove the threats of powerful retaliatory strikes by the
enemy because in this case his strategic weapons zemain practically untouched,
and strikes against cities may lead to the destruction of a tremendous num-
ber of people and to the destruction, not only of the cities, but of the
country as a whole. With the launching of strikes against enemy strategic
weapons, its possibilities for destroying American cities and the population
are reduced considerably.
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On the basis of these very calculations, the commAnd of the USA came 4
to a final' conclusion concerning he necessity to destroy the enemy's armed
forces, first of all his strategic weapons, about which the Secretary of
Defense spoke• inmhis speech.

The American press notes that the strategy of "counterforce" has been
approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the White House and interprets i-
as some kind of recommendation to the Soviet Union concerning "rules" for
the conduct of nuclear war.

The political implication of this strategy is that by conducting
so-called "controlled" nuclear war, the destruction of the capitalist sys.
tern can be prevented. However, the ilusory nature of these hopes is t- o
obvious. If nuclear war is unleashed oy 4"e militarists, then no strat• •y,
however it may be called, will save imperialism from destruction.

As a matter, of fact, how can everyone be "convinced" of the nec ';dity
to adhere to the "new rules" that nuclear strikes should be launched c i!y
against military objectives and not against cities, when the majority -•
such objectives are located in large or smaller cities and populate4& '•ces?
If these "rules" are followed then, ,as noted in the press, the Unite! _tates
and her European allies must carry out an extremely expensive shifting of
all military objectives from the large cities. This task is considered as
unrealistic; however, the prezs stresses that if the United States t, ,. her
allies set about moving military objectives from the cities, the U•I will
draw the conclusion that the United States is preparing f-r an attý._- [13].

Moreover, in the opinion of the American press, the strategy of
"counterforce" assumes the necessity for construucion of a wide network of
shelters for the population, the role and significance of which are extremely
problematical for a future war.

It is considered that the reality and the ,ffectiveness of a strategy
of counterforce depend on a number of factors, the primaryo of which are:

1. The presence of a sufficient number of reliable reconnaissance
means.

2. The presence of a large number of rocket weapons of great accu-
racy and reliability and capable of operational use, since military objec-
tives are considerably more numerous than cities.

3. The presence of a reliable system of guidance, warning (notifi-
cation) and communications.

4. The careful planning of nuclear rocket strikes and of operations
of the armed forces of the imperialist coalition as a whole, based on the
wide use of computers.

5. Surprise.
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The command of the United States intends to solve the reconnaissance
problem primarily by launching a large number of special reconnaissance sat-
ellites.[Ed.N.#13]Thus, Kissinger,1I1analyzing the dependence of "counterforce"

strategy on the possibility of reconnaissance meansjIjwrote in the periodical
Foreign Affairs for June, 1962, "...that for the strategy of counterforce
to remain successful to some degree, it is necessary to know the locations
of the targets ahead of time. This is especially true with respect to rockets
which cannot find objectives for a strike."[Ed.N.#14]In the future, he stresses,
Soviet rockets will be more and more dispersed and well protected in special
underground structures (shafts); a significant number of rockets will be
mobile or be based at sea, which makes theii discovery even more difficult.

With respect to rocket weapons, basic reliance is placed on second
generation rockets, that is, on solid fuel rockets such as the intercon-
tinental ballistic "Minuteman" missile and the intermediate range "Polaris"
(or its prototypes). It is assumed that, space weapons will occupy an im-
portant place in the future. [Editor's Note #115]

However, the requirements of a strategy of "counterforce" are not
answered by atomic submarines armed with "Polaris" missiles. According to
the conclusions of a number of American military specialists, the contem-
porary Polaris missile does not operate with sufficient accuracy for use in
strikes against small military objectives. These specialists believe that
the primary mission of the "Polaris" missile will be to inflict a crushing
blow against cities,[Ed. Note #16]andillindustrial complexes.III[Ed. Note #17]

Some military specialists of the United States consider that the
difficulty of collecting intelligence information on military objectives
and, first of all, on nuclear rocket weapons of the countries of the social-
ist camp and the continuously increasing amount of strategic weapons for
conducting war which both sides have complicates to a significant degree the
planning and organization of a rocket attack by the United States of America.
All this, taken together, places great doubt on the effectiveness of a strat-
egy of "counterforce" for, in their opinion, there can be no counting on
the complete destruction of the enemy's strategic weapons,•especially if
the growing number of mobile launches of strategic rockets and nuclear
rocket-carrying submarines in their inventory is taken into account. III

It is considered that the uncertainty in the solution of this prob-
lem leads to a lowering of the political value of the "counterforce" strat-
egy, possibly even more rapidly than the military value, because the repre-
sentatives of the command of the armed forces will find it ever more diffi-
cult to convince political leaders of the absolute reliability of their
calculations and plans which have been prepared on the basis of incomplete
intelligence data of enemy objectives. [Editor's Note #18]

The strategy of "counterforce" primarily stems from the necessity for
preventive war and the achievement of surprise. [Editor's Note #19 and 20]

It is believed that as a result of a forceful surprise attack, the
enemy might be paralyzed in all respects, and that his fate would be decided
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in the course of the very first days, of the war.

An evaluation of the role played by the element of surprise in modern
war was made by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, which, rejecting all
pretense of "peacefulness," appealed directly for carrying out a first surprise
Auclear attack against the Soviet Union and the other countries of the socialist
camp. Its report states: '"The advent of the nuclear rocket age led to a fan-
tastic reduction in time necessary for the delivery of a nuclear warhead from
one continent to another, and to •a corresponding reduction in the time...to
receive a warning of an attack. And with the fact that until the present time
there was no defense against ICBM's in flight, this led to a strong temptation
to deliver the blow first in a nuclear war" [14].

It is not accidental, therefore, that American theoreticians are carefully
studying the pros and cons of preventive war and of first and pre-emptive strikes.

The theory of preventive war was first advanced by the most reactionary
representatives of the U.S. political and military leadership at the end of the
1940's.[Editor's Note #21] However, subsequently [Editor's Note # 22] the propa-
ganda for this theory abated somewhat. Under present-day conditions, the official
agencies of the military leadership and the military scientists of the United
States have again returned to the question of preventive war, considering it one
of the possible and permissible alternatives. What is preventative war? B. Brodie,
in his book Strategy in the Missile Age, gives the following definition: "I am
using the term to describe a premeditated attack by one country against another,
which is unprovoked in the sense that it does not wait upon a specific aggression
or other overt action by the target state, and in which .he chief and most immediate
objective is the destruction of the latter's over-all military power and especially
its strategic armed forces.* Naturally, success in such an action would enable
the former power to wreak whatever further injury it desired or to exact almost
any peace terms it wished"[15].

The case for preventive war, in Brodie's opinion, has rested primarily on
two premises: first, that in a strategic aerospace war using nuclear weapons,
the country that strikes first undoubtedly has crucial advantage, which with
reasonably good planning will almost certainly be a decisive one; and second,
that total war is inevitable.

"Without exaggeration, it can be said," atates Brodie, "that our plan for
strategic offensive, whatever it is, would have its best chances of being success-
ful if we struck first, and that those chances would be brought to a very minimum
if the enemy struck first. If we thought only about maximizing our chance5 of
survival, the above circumstances might be considered reason enough for going
ahead with preventive war"[16].

American theoreticians are frankly in favor of pre.ventive war and surprise
attack. [Editor's Note #23]

Public officials, even though they always speak of the "incompati-

*The phrase "strategic armed forces" is a Russian mistranslation of Brodie's
phrase "strategic air power."
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bility" of preventive war with the principles of American "democracy" ane
"morality," in effect fully share these, -views.

It follows Lhat the threat of unleashing preventive war by American
imperialists against the Soviet Union ana the other countries of the social-
ist camp is quite real. The slogan "...that which is inevitable had bet-
ter come early rather than late, because it would be less devastating that
way" (17], is fraught with many temptations, because the time for the ba-
ginning of a preventive war is selected by the aggressor to coincide with
the most favorable time. [Editor's Note#24]

Certain Amer..can military ideologists, Kissinger, for exam-ple, re-
place the expression "preventive war" with the expression "surprise (first)
strike." The distinction is purely formal, and pointless since the first
strike can also herald the beginning of preventive war. No matter what
this strike is called, its main aim is the maximum achievement of surprise.

They say that surprise can and must be achieved in striking a pre-
ventive blow. Such a blow, in the estimation of American military theore-
ticians, is allegedly defensive, since it is delivered to an enemy w.0 is
preparing for attack (either for the initiation of a preventive war or for
the delivery of the first blow). It is considered to be the final and only
means of avoiding catastrophe.

This is the evaluation of the surprise factor, which can be achieved by
starting preventive war, by striking the first or pre-emptive blow. [Ed.N.#25]

Among other U.S. str-ategic concepts, the concepts of "guaranteed
tdestrucAion" and "damage limitiuI" are of interest and were put forth by
•he U.S. Secretary of Defense, R. McNamara, in March, 1965, in his appear-
ance before the Armed Services Committee of the House of Representatives.

The essence of the concept of "guaranteed destruction" according to
McNamara's statement, is that the USA must have the ability of deatroyirg
a potential enemy as a viable society even after the U.S. Armed Forces have
been subjected to a well-planned and successful attack. In this concept,
the forces for "guaranteed destruction" must include rart of the intercon-
tinental ballistic missiles, "Polaris"-type missiles launched from atomic
submarines and a fixed part of the manned strategic bozbers. It is believed
that the primary, vitally important task of the strategic nuclear forces
of the USA. is their ability to assure the "guaranteed destruction" of the
military potential of an enemy, including the destruction of one-fourth to
one-third of the enemy's ropulation and approximately two-thirds of his in-
dustrial power. Such damage, according to the plans of the Pentagon, is
unacceptable to any industrialized country, and, consequently, will serve
as an effective deterrent and vouchsafe the execution of an aggressive pol-
icy by the USA. According to the intentions of the military-political lea-
dership of the USA, in the event a war breaks out and "guaranteed destruc-
tion" of a probable enemy becomes a reality, he will not be able to regain
his status as a powerful state over the course of many years.
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The concept of "damage limiting," acc,,rding to McNamara, means the

capacity of the U.S. to weaken the force-of a blow by- a probable enemy byusing strategic offensive and defensive forces, as well as by taking mea-

suresz to assure, a certain degree of -protection of the population from the
consequences of the enemy's nuclear strikes.

According to the plans of the political and military leadership of
the USA, "damage -limiting" forces must include:

-- the remaining strategic offensive means (intercontinental ballis-
tic missiles, "Polaris"-type missiles on atomic submarines, and strategic
bombers), which must contribute to the "damage limiting" by crushing the
enemy's nuclear means of attack at the launch sites and bases, if they can
intercept them-before they are launched against objectives in U.S territory;

-- the defensive forces (surface-to-air missiles and interceptor
airplanes, antimissile and air defense means, antisubmarine warfare forces)
used to destroy enemy aircraft and rockets on their way to objectives as
well as in regions where those objectives are located;

-- thoroughly-planned measures on a national scale for constructing
shelters, assuring a reduction by about three times of the losses among the
population from the consequences of tbe enemy's nuclear strikes.

Thus, the strategic concepts of "guaranteed destruction" and "damage
limiting," considered together, suppose the delivery by the strategic strike
forces of the U.S. and their allies of massive nuclear strikes on a whole
complex of objectives that make up the military-economic potential of the
enemy, and at the same time an active and passive defense of the U.S. so as
to limit to a maximum degree the damage from a decisive retaliatory strike
by the enemy. The realization of these strategilc concepts, according to
the military-political leadership of the USA, requires a balanced combina-
tion of strategic offensive forces, defensive forces, and means of passive
defense. This fact is characteristically acknowledged in the West, that an
all-out nuclear rocket war, no matter how it is unleashed, will be destruc-
tive for both sides. In this ionnection, the U. S. Secretary of Defense,
McNamara, already stated in February, 1964., in the pages of a journal, Army
Information Digest: "We could not again create, at whatever price, a situ-
ation in which strategic bombings would be a one-sided act. I believe that
this factor should be considered one of the decisive factors when deter-
mining our policy."

J have As an alternative to general nuclear war, the imperialist aggressorsI1have promoted the concept of limited war. [Editor's Note # 26 1

Although the theory of a limited war became widespread soon after
the end of World War II, the military strategy of the U. S. and NATO did
not acknowledge the possibility of applying the concept of limited war to
the zone of the North Atlantic bloc, inasmuch as in that zone, in their
opinion, vitally important interests of the West and of the socialist bloc
countries are encountered. According to the American General Taylor, a
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limited war is an "armed conflict, in which the existence of the U.S. id
not directly threatened."' Consequently, under conditions when U.S. terri-
tory is no longer invulnerable, General Taylor and his successors are at-
tempting, under conditions advantageous to them, to keep the war wi'thin a
geographical framework which would not embrace the American continent andt
above all the U.S. In other words, such a war must be "limited" only with
relation to the U.S.; for the other European countries of NATO, whose terri-
tories will be fully embraced by a "limited" war, it will be an unlimited
"total" war with all the consequences. The concept of a limited war is an
adventuristic calculation of the U.S. imperialist circles for conducting
war on foreign territories; it is a concept for assuring the safety of the
U.S. by excluding their territory from the possible zone of limited warfare;
and finally, it is one of the methods of preparing an unlimited nuclear war
against the Soviet Union and all the socialist countires.

A limited war, according to the U.S. and NATO command, occupies a
middle (intermediate) position between the "cold" war and an all-out nuclear
war. While "cold" war in the true sense of the word is neither war nor
peace but is a continual struggle for the supremacy of power, which is con-
ducted by politice/4 psychological, and economic means, as well as with the
aid of various military and paramilitary measures, [18] and an all-out nu-
clear war is an armed conflict in which the belligerents use to a maximum
degree all the available forces and means; then limited war is characteri'zed
by premeditated restraint by both sides with respect to one or more factors
characterizing war in general, for instance, the political nims, character,
and size of the forces and means used, the size of areas for military oper-
ations, the number of participants in the war, etc. It is believed that
the term "limited war" is inapplicable to naturally limited armed conflicts,
in which one or both of the belligerents do not have the possibility of
transforming the war into an all-out war. Limited war is not necesp-rily
a small or short war, conducted for the attainment of political aimt of
small importance which involve insignificant forces and means.

According to the military leadership of the West, limited war is that
type of armed conflict, in which on the one hand the USA participates, di-
rectly or indirectly (usually through their allies) and on the other hand,
the USSR. The characteristic feature of such a war is that during its
course the strategic bombing of objectives on the territories of the USA
and the USSR is supposedly not resorted to.

1' Limited warfare includes all types of wars using both conventional
and tactical nuclear weapons, as well as local wars.

Thus, limited wars can be armed conflicts on a most varied scale
without the use of nuclear weapons, however, with the threat of their use
present; on the other hand, such wars could be conducted using only tactical
nuclear weapons. "The scope, intensity, and duration of a limited war can
vary greatly depending on the degree of limitation used by the belligerents"
[19]. Although the characteristiz feature of a limited war is considered
to be deliberate mutual restraint on the part of the belligerents, it is
nevertheless impossible (before or during such a war) to determine accurately
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that limit -at which a further relaxation of the restrictions will lead to
the 6scalation--of a limited war into an all-out nuclear war [201•. Most
essential from the standpdint of determination of limited war is the fact
that a limited war is any armed conflict, in which all available forces and
means of the belligerents are not used.

It is considered that a limited war, to achieve the desired political
and military aims, does not require a maximum military effort of the bellig-
erents; to conduct such a war, the belligerents need only part of their human
and material reso~uces. In contrast to an all-out war, which usually ends
with the unconditional surrender of one of the sides or from mutual exhaus-
tion, a limited war usually is not developed to extreme limits and the par-
ticipants come to an agreement before military operations exceed a definite
limit.

The political and military leadership of the West believes that the
most important prerequisite in conducting a limited war is the capability
of the USA and NATO as a whole to conduct an all-out nuclear war, for, with-
out this capability' it is impossible to terminate a limited war success-
fully and achieve desired political aims.

While supporting the concept of a limited 'war, Brodie nevertheless
writes, "We shall consider all proposed limitations very critically and
accept only those which suit us" [21]. U.S. and NATO officials are of the
same opinion. This means that only that kind of limited war is acceptable
to the West which is conducted according to the rules proposed and accepted
by the West.

What then, according to the military theoreticians of the USA and
NATO, is the essence of the deliberate restraints on the belligerents, which
result in the war acquiring a limited character.

The U.S. Army field regulations indicate that since military strategy
results from national strategy and is a composite part of it, military-stra-
tegic aims in a limited war must be subordinate to national aims, and mili-
tary operations must be conducted within the restrictions established by
national policy,

The American theoretician R. Osgood, in his book Limited War, indi-
cates that "to limit war, means above all to limit its aims," since "the
very fact that a war remains limited, in spite of the physical capacity of
the belligerents to inflict much greater damage on the enemy, attests to
the fact that neither side sets aims for itself that so thresten the status
quo as to Justify a significant broadening of the scale of military opera-
tions or risk the unleashing of an all-out war" (22].

When,, however, the warts political aims are essentially not limited,
the magnitude of violence and destruction is determined chiefly by the phys-
ical possibilities of the belligrents to deprive one another of the capa-
bility to continue the war. Howv.ver, while expressing the ar~gressive inten-
tions of American imperialism, Osgood at the rame time indica+es that in a 01[
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limited war the U.S. wiLl not necessarily restrict its military aims to the
definite limits And political conditions that existed before the war. Anexample of this might be the aggressive activities of the U.S. in Asia,

Africa, and L.~tin America.

It is believed that inasmuch as it is not possible more or less ac-
curately7 to predetermine the possible causes and character of limited wars
which- will have to be waged by the USA and their allies in the ai':.cessive
blocqs, the concrete aims of a limited war can be finally determii-ed only
at • beginning by taking into consideration the peculiarities cf the sit-
uati*dn under which the war broke out. However, according to the military
theoreticians of the West, the general form of these aims must be predeter-
Smined oa the basis of political goals established before the start of the
vdar and which express definite interests of the Anglo-American coalition in
Sthe various areas of the world. Moreover, attention is being turned to the
fact that the war can retain a limited character in the event that tha es-
sence of its most important political aims be made known to the enemy suffi-
ciently iD advance, so that the belligerents would conduct militar, opera-
tions in accordance with their limited political aims.

According to a majority of the foreign military theoreticians, the
problem of restricting the means for conducting a war, when both the opposing
coalitions have available tremendous reserves of nuclear weapons and means
of delivering them on target, is directly dependent on its political aims.
Therefore R. Osgood writes in his book, Limited War, "In weighing these
two factors, the states i.t giv-; the decisive role to political interests"
and "know how to correctly etraluat, what significance a potential enemy
attaches to one goal or another, and vhat efforts he is ready to make in
order to attain these aims, or for averting the threat of their attainment."

The problem of the use )f nuclear weapons in a limited war is high-
ly complex.

As is known, the military strategy of the USA and NATO foresees the
conduct of limited wars with the use of the so-called tactical nuclear wea-
pons. The necessity of employing tactical nuclear weapons in a limited
war is based, first, on the fact that the preparation and conduct of limited
wars using such weapons will be cheaper for the West; and, secondly, it will
make it possible to compensate for the insufficiency of conventional armed
forces in those numerous regions of the globe where limited warfare may
arise; and thirdly, the resoluteness of the West to use nuclear weapons in
a limited war will supposedly have a powerful moderating effect on an enemy
and will force him to seek a compromise.

At the same tim-e, as most military specialists of the West admit, the
use of nuclear weapons in a limited war is possibly the most critical prob-
lem now confronting the military leadership of the USA and NATO. This is
explained by the following circumstances.

First, many proceed from the assumption that very little is known
about the effectiveness of this weapon on the battlefield, or the possible
political, military and psychological consequences of its use. The role
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and influence of this weapon on the situation as a whole is being based
~hiefly on assumptions.

Second, it is believed that it is extremely difficult to foresee how
an enemy will rea.ct to the very fact of the use of a tactical nuclear weapon
even on a l 'imited scale. Various decisions by the opposing side are possible:
declining a limited retaliatory strike, which will result in a loss of pres-
tige and possibly capitulation; caxrying. out retaliatory ~strikes with nu-
clean weapons on the same or on a much greater scale; ailb finally, the
possibility of miscalculation is not excluded; the delivery of a powerful
blow by strategic and operational-tactical means thus unleashing an all-
out nuclear war and its consequences as a result.

Third, the difficulty of recognition by both belligerents of the
classification of a nuclear weapon from its power as tactical or strategic.

Fourth, the difficult problem arises a.i to what meanrn of delivery for
tactical nuclear weapon can be used in a limited war, and can these means
be used when located outside the zone of the limited war. Regarding the
use in such a war of conventional forces and means, under certain circuml-
stances, operations by the navy or the delivery of strikes by tactical avia-
tion located outside the limits of the territory of a limited war are con-
sidered possible.

In addition, it is believed that the tactical nuclear weapon is not
good for irregular military operations (suppression of revolts, struggle
with guerrillas, etc:), as well as during intervention by the USA and its
bloc partners in a war between noncommunist states.

Territorial limitations, as opposed to other types of limitations,
are considered to be most effective from the point of view that it is easier
to bring them into play when an armed conflict occurs and for the belliger-
ents to observe and mutually control. Precise geographical limitations must
be considered depending on the political and military intentions of the
belligerents, the character and scale of the military operations, and the
geographic, economic, and other characteristics of the region where the armed
conflict occurs. Many in the West consider, for instance, that it is easier
to localize a war on islands, peninsulas, and in underdeveloped economic
regions than in highly developed continental regions, where there are no
clear natural boundaries such as, for instance, in Europe.

At the same time, the fact is recognized that the presently existing
military-political alliances of states to a large extent complicate the
possibility of limiting an armed conflict to a certain territory inasmuch
as all the alliance treaties indicate that an attack on one of the countries
participating in the treaty will be considered by the other participants as
an attack on the alliance as a whole.

In order to keep the war within a limited framework, it is considered
necessary to restrict the delivery of strikes (also with nuclear weapons)
to strictly defined military objectives (troops in the zone of military
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operations, control.polnts, air and naval bases, military depots, trans-
port structures, junctions and lines of communication, etc.), while not
destroying strategic objectives and large populated points, even if they
are in the geographic area of the limited war. EOwever, even here, many
complex and difficult to solve problems arise. The Unite& States considers
the basic problems to be the following:

-- the difficulty of differentiating (in theory and in practice) tac-
tical and strategic objectives and the recognition of such differentiations
(even if found) as legal by both of the belligerent sides;

-- the difficulty of destroying tactical objec•tves which are terri-
torially related to strategic objectives, without desk,,s Dying the latter
and thus violating the accepted restrictions;

-- the ability of the belligerents to demonstrate a tolerant azti-
tude toward accidental destruction of strategic objects.

By its character, a limited war contains two problems: on the one haný
such a war must be conducted decisively and with the best methods using the
necessary forces and means to achieve the set political and military goals;
on the other hand, in a limited war, the armed furces must oe used in such
a way as to reduce the risk of a limited armed conflict escalating into gen-
eral war to a minimum. The contradiction of this situation is clearly seen,
if only because the need for success in a limited var is incompatible with
the requirement for limiting the scale of combat operations, as regards ter-
ritory, forces ani means, the number of participants in the armied conflict,
etc.

In the opinion of Pentagon officials and a number of Western military
theoreticians, in the event a limited war breaks out, especially if even
tactical nuclear weapons are used, danger of the emergence of a general nu-
clear war will appear. Thus, the well-known military theoretician Kissinger
points out that "limited nuclear war will automatically escalate into a gen-
eral war because the losing side will continually commit new resources in
order to restore the situation" [23).

The American theoretician, B. Brodie, writes on this problem: "In the
event of the use of any type of nuclear weapon, it will be probably much more
difficult to preserve a limited character in the war, if only for the simple
reason that it is much easier to draw a line between the use and nonuse of
nuclear weapons, than between use above or below some arbitrarily established
limit. The moral aspect of this problem stems from the impossibility of
determining the consequences of the use of nuclear weapons" [24].

The most candid statement of opinion by the military-political lea-
dership of the USA on this question was the statement of the former Deputy
Secretary of Defense of the United States, Gilpatric, who in one of his
press conferences in June, 1961, announced: "...As for me, I never believed
in a so-called limited nuclear war. I simply do not imagine how one can
establish such limitations, once any sort of nuclear weapon is launched" [251
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Regarding the NATO zone, the command of that bloc, while working
out the principles for conducting a limited war in the European theater
of military operations, has put forth a concept of so-called gradual res-
.traint or of a nuclear threshold whose application, in their opinion, must

reduce the risk of a limited var growing into a general one. According to
this concept, the armed forces of the bloc must first use only conventional
means and attempt to solve problems within a limited armed conflict. However,
if troops with the conventional armaments are unable to solve the set prob-
lems due to the numerical superiority of the enemy for instance, it is planned
to use tactical nuclear weapons on the battlefield so as to attain the de-
sired military goals regardless. Finally, NATO armed forces must be pre-
pared to use tactical nuclear weapons on a broader scale while at the same
Stime taking precautions to keep the armed conflict within limits.

In spite of all these theories and concepts, one can state with as-
surance that the strategy of limited warfare based on the use of only tac-
tical nuclear weapons, will involve the dangers analogous to those connected
with the strategy of "massive retaliation."

Various limitations are mostly forced and condi"tional. A limited wax
is fraught with a tremendous danger of escalating into general war, espec-
ially if tactical nuclear weapons are used. This is alao recognized by
American theoreticians.

THE CHARACTERISTIC FEATURES OF TRE MILITARY STRATEGIES OF
THE MAIN WEST-EUROPEAN COUNTRIES BELONGLM TO NATO

The military strategy of the main imperialist countries, united in
closed military-political groups, was formed under the influence of an es-
sentially uniform aggressive policy of imperialist circles in those coun-
tries spearheaded against the socialist camp. Because of this, and also
because of the dominant position of the United States in the military blocs,
the strategies of the majority of countries which are'members of the aggres-
sive blocs have much in common. (Editor's Note #27 ]

The military strategy of each country is also characterized by its
own specific peculiarities arising from the political, economic, geogr philca1,"
national, directly military, and other conditions, of one country or another.
I d.N.#281 In spite of the presence of interests in common with USA, the
military strategy of the Western European countries in the postwar period
developed and changed depending on the distribution of forces in the world
arena, changes in the ,)reign policy of the ruling circles, economic re- q
sources, scientific-technical achievements, and other causes. It is charac-
teristic that, beginning with the 1960's, the Western European coixtries I'
tended toward a definite independence in solving political, and economic,
as well as military problems. In recent years, they have been criticizing
ever more sharply the basic concepts &t the military strategies of the USAand NATO. Ii

The military strategy of the Federal RepUboic of German Ais formed
under the influence of the military strategy of the USA and NATO, taking
into account the political and military position of West Germany. It is f"
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a reflection of the revanchist policy of the Wcst German imperialists,
those maniacs of particular variety, who, in spite of the complete defeat
-in two world wars, contini'e pedantically, openly, and secretly, to plan,
and methodically and persistently to create an extensive system of poli-
tical,, economic, military, and psychological measures in preparationfor
a new ,%iar.

The military-political leadership of the Federal Republic of Germany
is attempting by all possible methods toý make utmost use of the NITO bloc
to accelerate a rebirth of their military-economic potential 'and the. crea-
tion of a modern army whose power would exceed the armies of the other coun-
tries in Western Europe. It is precisely through the aggressive NATO bloc
that the Federal Republic of Germany has taken, in a relatively short time,
the most important measures- oi a political, economic and military power.
It is not by accident that the former West German chancellor Erhard, when
presenting the government's program in the autumn of 1965, stated that the
NATO bloc, as before, is the basis of the military policy of West Gerw,'ny,
i. e., the type of organization through the use of which the Federal 'Iee-
public of Germany can most effectively achieve the desired revanchist aims.

West Germany is exerting all her efforts to use the principle advanced
by the military-political leadership of NATO for so-called integration by
equipping the Bundeswehr with the most modern weapons and combat equipment,
especially the nuclear rocket weapon, equipping the Federal Republic of
Germany territory as a theater of military operations, creating West German
military bases on the territory of other NATO countries, and also gradually
increasing her influence on military construction in NATO and other coun-
tries. Right now, the Bundeswehr has 'the most powerful ground troops with-
in NATO equipped with various operational-tactical nuclear rocket weapons,
and large air and naval forces. West German territory is the most well-pre-
pared NATO springboard with a far-flung network of air and rocket bases,
pipelines, stockpiles of nuclear and conventional weapons, control points,
communications, etc. West German military bases, training centers and
stockpiles of various types are in Belgium, the Netherlands, Spain, Portu-
gal, Englandk, Italy, and Greece. The Bundesvehr has penetrated into North
Africa, the USA, Canada, Norway, Denmark, and the Near and Middle East.

As a measure of growth of the Bundeswehr and the increase of the
Federal Republic of Germany's contribution to NATO, West German military-
political leadership is attempting to capture the key posts in the politi-
cal and higher military organs, and also in the joint staff of the armed
forces, so as to have a decisive influence on all the military planning
and in implementing practical measures in NATO, transforming that bloc into
an instrument of West German policy.

The building of a massive army on a modern military-technical base
has led to the organization and expansion of Germany's own war production.
Although in the beginning years, the development of the Bundeswehr occurred
in an unfavorable political climate for the Federal Republic of Germany
with insufficient technical and economic resources and basic military pro-
duction supplies coming from abroad, especially from the U.S., presently,
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the situatio'n hias radicaliy changed.M The 'ederal ,Republic of Germany has
created her ow ii r-idsrilb~ h'ich-ma~kes it posspible to devel-
6• the 'production of various types- of ari a•n•iilitary ipquixment on a
"large scale and to satisfy the needs not bnly of, the bunde,,_sehr but also
the armed forces of other countries-eong!. to NATO, M

The point ofneparture 1A the miy"tary stratýy .of Wa•-s Germany is
the recognition,;6f the coalition charactek .of -. futire •ir between the East
and West. The former defense minister' of the IFederdl Jepublic of Germany,
o assl, rote in regard to this in the Aretican journal Foreign. Affairs

(January, 1965) that "for us (i.e., West Germany 'y' Id.)t-heere cannot be
any question of conducting a war with our own forced snA•me ans."

The views of the military-political leadership of the -Federal Repub-
lic of Germany as to the character of a future war are mnifested first in
her relation to the American strategy of "flexible r..p6.se. Recognizing
the basic positions of this strategy and its global character, the West
German military command nevertheless believes that certain positions of
this strategy as appliLed to Europe, and especially to the Federal Republc
of Germany, must be changed. "The concept of 'flexible response' in Europe
should not be interpreted -- either from a political or a military point
of view -- in such a way that the so-called nuclear threshold might be
raised to a significant limit without regard for political considerations,,"
wrote von Hassel in the same journal, Foreign Affairs.

In his opinion, this means that the nuclear threshold must be very
low as opposed to other regions of the world, i.e., nuclear weapons must
be used at the very beginning of a conflict inasmuch as Western Europe, as
part of the NATO zone, is only a strategic springboard with no depth, and
thus not permit any loss of space or weakening of its military potential.
The demands of West Germany for the use of nuclear weapons from the very
beginning of a military operation have especially intensified since the
French withdrawal from NATO and as a result of the significant decrease in
the depth of the Central European theater of operations and the worsening
of the strategic position of the main grouping if the armed forces of the
bloc in West German territory.

In the opinion of the West German military-political leadership, the
most important principle of strategy should be considered as flexibility
both in the planning of a future war, in operations, and in the use of tie
available armed forces, taking into account the actual existing military-
strategic situation. In this connection, it is believed that West Germany,
together with her NATO allies, must be in constant readiness to conduct:

-- an all-out nuclear war, which from the very beginning will be con-
ducted with massive and unlimited use of nuclear weapons against a whole
complex of military power and military economic potential of the probable
enemy;

-- an all-out nuclear war springing up as a result of the expansion
of the scale of a conventional, limited armed conflict;
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-- armed conflicts during which only conventional means of destruc-
tion are used, or both conventional and tactical nuclear weapons are used.

! Taking into account that the territory of West Germany touches the
frontiers of the countries of the socialist bloc, the Bonn military chiefs
believe that the main ground operations will occur first on German terri-
tory. Therefore, on the initiative of the West German command, the so-
called concept of "forward area, "'which presupposes the deployment in peace-
time of the basic groupings of NATO troops directly on the frontiers of the
countries of the socialist camp, -was developed, approved by the NATO chiefs,
and adopted on September 1, 1963.

In contrast to the views of the UoS. and NATO military command ele-
ment which allow for the possibility of withdrawal from the frontier to
the rear, with a loss of part of the territory in the event of an unsuccess-
ful culmination of a border conflict, the leadership of the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany does not concede this but stresses the necessity of unrolling
offensive operations by NATO front groupings from the very beginning of the
war, and carrying ground combat operations into the territory of the Warsaw
Pact countries. To implement the concept of "forward areas," the West Ger-
man command has developed and is actually building near the eastern frontier
of the Federal Republic of Germany a belt of nuclear land mines, while cal-
culating on obtaining control over the use of these nuclear weapons. This
belt must serve as a sort of nuclear barrier, with the support of which the
NATO troops will be able to form the necessary groupings along decisive lines
to conduct attacks, and in case of a failure, to go over to the defense
directly along the frontiers.

The chiefs of the Bundeswehr believe that the character of modern
means of armed conflict, the possibility of a sudden outbreak of war, and
the decisive role of its initial operations require having even in peace-
time the type of armed forces (regarding composition, equipment, and combat
readiness), which could handle the problems of the first stage, and possibly
of the whole beginning period of the war without significant reinforcement.
It is believed that the period from "M" day (beginning of mobilization) to
the beginning of the war will be extremely short. That is why "one should
not expect that during the war it will be possible by mobilization to assem-
ble a sufficient quantity of forces. Those forces which we shall assemble
immediately after the beginning of the war will not have time to participate
in its most decisive first phase...The times of classical mobilization areI past," wrote the former commander of the Joint NATO ground forces of the

Central European theater of operations, the West German General Speidel, in
the November issue (1964) of the NATO journal Review Militaire Generale.

In the opinion of the West German command, the principle of integra-
tion (unification) of the efforts of all the members of the North Atlantic
bloc must be made the basis of the planning, preparation and conduct of the
war and operations. "The basic practical advantage," wrote General Speidel,
"1"resides in the uniformity of command of troops and their combat training,
in the unity of the organization, armament, and supply, in unified principles
in research work, in a common direction of the development of the NATO armed
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forces and in a community of proble&, of 'psychologicil defense."'

'Proceeding from general and their own paiticular view On the
probable character of a future war in Central Europe and methods9 of its

conduct, the West German military-political chiefs are advancing a series
of demands for the organization of the NATO armed4forces. In particular,
the following measures are believed necessary:

to review -the structure of themilit-ary leaders"ip in'MTO in
order to intensify the influence of the Federal Republic of Germany-in
that bloc;

-- to permit NATO commanders to decide for themselves when to use
nuclear weapons independently from decision by political organs;

-- to increase the combat personnel of the ground forces in the Cen-
tral European theater of operations to 30 divisions, improve their combat
capa'oility now, in peacetime, and substantially improve the support of the
troops by commensurate air forces;

-- to improve the deployment of armies, by sending units directly to
the eastern frontiers of the Federal Republic of Germany to those positions
which they must occupy at the beginning of a war;

-- to create the necessary reserves;

-- to adopt uniform programs of military training, develop uniform
lengths of service in the army for all NATO members;

-- to introduce a single system of material-technical supply;

-- to reduce the time period of mobilization;

-- to introduce a unified chain-of-command in alerting the NATO
command of all units and formations.

The cornerstone of the military policy of the Federal Republic of
Germany remains its attempt to obtain access to nuclear weapons, or at least
to have a decisive influence on the political control of their use and the
development of operational plans for using nuclear rocket means.

The militarxy stratea of Great Britain, like its military doctrine,
has lost its former independence and is forced to gravitate towards the
strategic concept of the USA and NATO. This situation has come about as a
result of Great Britain's loss of her colonies, and, consequently, of mili-
tary bases, the reduction of human and miaterial rusources, the weakening
of the economic position of the country, which led to a decrease in her
military potential with the constant increase of costs of the modern types
of arms and combat equipment. A most important factor, having an influence
on the military policy of Great Britain as a whole, is the disparity between
her expanded military obligations in NATO, CENTO, SEATO, and to several
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colonial countries on the one hand and rather limited economic resources
of the country on the other. Such a situation has forced Great Britain
either to withdraw as a second-class power, or to follow the military-poli-
tical course of the USA, remaining their chief ally in the military blocs.
This is the course that the political chiefs of Great Britain are following.

British strategy is based on the use of nuclear strike forces, as well
as on small, regular, non-nuclear armed forces, which are scattered over
various regions of the world: in Europe, the Near and Far East, Southeast
Asia, and Africa.

Great Britain attaches great significance to national strategic nu-
clear forces, but does not intend to use them independently, only together
with the strategic nuclear forces of the USA. Therefore, the bomber air
command is completely integrated with the strategic command of the USA with
relation to the assignment of targets, in the organization of communications,
and material-technical supply.

While recognizing in principle the concept of limited war, the British
military-political chiefs are incapable of creating and supporting, on an
appropriate level, the armed forces needed for such a war. That is why she
has repeatedly raised the question of reducing the number of her own forces
in the Federal Republic of Germany, and also of the necessity of creating
joint armed forces (with the participation of the USA, New Zealand, and
Australia) in the British "zone of responsibility" -- east of Suez.

The most important principles of the military strategy of Great Bri-
tain are the mobility and flexibility of the armed forces, especially if
their limited personnel and the scope of the British "zone of responsibility"
are taken into account. To assure the mobility of the armed forces, the
military chiefs are forced to support a strategic reserve at home, modern
means of air and naval transport, and also to have an organized system of
unified commands, located in overseas territories.

Thus, putting into practice the principles of modern strategy adopted
by the British command will entail great difficulty.

Preparation for New Wars by Imperialist States
Status and Basic Trends in the Development of the Armed Forces

The chief measure of the coalition of impevialist states in the gen-
eral system of preparation for war against the Soviet Union and the other
states of the socialist camp is the creation of powerful armed forces -- the
basic instrument for realizing their aggressive policies.

The basis upon which the armed forces of the imperialist coalition
is built is the strategy of "flexible response" and the so-called principle
of "interdependence" in political, economic and military spheres advocated
by the ruling circles of the USA as early as 1950, i.e., immediately fol-
lowing creation of the NATO bloc. The fundamental principles of the strat-
egy of "flexible response," which, as is known, presupposes the creation
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and training of armed forces cFpable of conducting both total nuclear war

and& limited wars, axe considerL i by the countries of the• American coari-

tion when solving problemsoin '*3veloping armed forces, potwithstanding the
fact that the political leas..ship of the NATO ibloc has not as yet off i-
cially approved the strategy of "flexible response."

Regarding the principle of "interdependence,' which in addition tC
NATO has, subsequently been extended to the countries making up the CENTO
and SEATO blocs, its basic purpose is to create 'ithin the framework of
aggressive blocs of the American coalition "balanced" armed forces, to de-
termine the responsibility and contribution of each coantry to the qu.an-
titative and qualitative development of such national troops, which are
required by and correspond to the aggressive military and political plans
of American imperialism. In this,connecti •n, the USA and in part England,
who possess the greatest scientific-technical and military-economic poten-
tialities, have taken upon themselves the task of creating the chief means
for armed conflict, i.e., the strategic means of attack as well as the means
for air defense and operational-tactical nuclear rocket weapons for all the
services of the armed forces in the coalition. The remaining countries of
NATO and of the other military blocs must, upon order and with the assis-
tance of the USA, develop ground troops and air and naval forces fcr so-
called tactical purposes. The principle of "interdependence" Put forward
by the USA is designed to assure the USA a dominant position in the military
blocs created and to secure the use of the economic and military resources
of the countries belonging to NATO, CENTO, and SEATO for realization of the
aggressive policies of the USA ruling circles. However, such an interde-
pendence, leading to the loss of national sovereignty, is rejected by some
countries, notably France, which strive to have at their disposal modern
means for armed combat, including strategic w'eapons; other countries, pri-
marily West Germany, strive either to have such means or to participate
actively in planning their use in a future war. The ultimate objective of
these and other countries is to possess modern means for waging war, above
all strategic means, so as to have a direct influence in the solution of
political and military problems within the framework of the existing blocs.
To satisfy to some extent the claims of their allies in NATO, the USA and
England initially tried to create within that alliance multilateral (Amer-
ican variant) nuclear forces and then Atlantic (English variant) i. mclear
forces in NATO. However, sharp contradictions within the Atlantic bloc
on a series of essential political, economic and military problems preven-
ted solution of the problem of creating united nuclear forces, but so far
this problem has not yet been removed from the agenda.[Editor's Note #29]

Since 1962, the buildup and nreparation of the armed forces of NATO
J and of the other aggressive military blocs have been conducted in the in-

terests of simultaneously waging total nuclear war and limited wars. In
spite of the fact that the main efforts, as before, have been directed
toward preparation for total nuclear war, much more attention has been paid
in the last four to five years to the development of so-called conventional
armed forces; this is evidenced by their quantitative growth and certain
qualitative changes that have occurred in recent years or are projected for
the near future. [Editor's Note #30]
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The accelerated development of strategic offensive forces and means,
which coitinue to form the basis of the military power of the American coa-
lition as a whole, the tremendous- efforts in the area of creating an air
defense and antimissile defense, as well as theý much greater attention paid
to the strengthening and increasing of conventional aimed forces have led,
naturally, to a sharp increase in military spending in many capitalist coun-
tries, ant to a further arms race. Thus, from 1960 to 1966 the direct mili-
tary spending of NATO countries increased from 61.2 billion to 74.2 billion
dollars, i.e., by 16 percent. .[Editor's Note #31]

As a result of measures introduced during the last four to five years,I
as well as in connection with the aggressive war of the USA and her allies
in Southeast Asia and other regions of the globe, individual countries, es-
pecially the USA and West Germany, have increased the -number and combat
personnel of their armed forces, have increased the complement of military
formations and units, and have reequipped them with improved weapons and
military equipment. As a consequence, the general combat readiness of the
land, air, and naval forces was increased, especially those assigned to NATO.
[Editor's Note # 32]

At present, the countries of the imperialist coalition have at their
disposal large armed forces numbering about 8.8 million men.

In addition, in each country are numerous formations of territorial
and border troops, internal security troops, police and constabulary troops,
numbering 1 million men, and also organized reserves totaling more than
1 million men.

In working out problems on the development of the armed forces, the
military-political ".adership of the USA and NATO holds to a so-called
long-range strategy, which is based on an analysis of all factors (poli-
tical, economic, scientific, technical, etc.) determining the development
of the armed forces or having an influence on the solution of problems of
military structure. Placing great emphasis on the time factor, the USA and
NATO leadership proceeds from the fact that the basis of long-range strat-
egy, calculated for the coming 5-10 years and aimed at securing the achieve-
ment of the political objectives of the USA and her bloc allies, must in-
clude the following basic principles:

1. Long-range strategy must provide for un-ified planning, the concentra-
tion of scientific-technical potentialities, financial and economic means,
and also centralization of command of the military establishment. It was
with these aims in mind that the USA, beginning with 1962, abandoned its
previously held traditional principles of developing its armed forces accord-
ing to the type of service, i.e., ground, air or naval forces. Judging by
the statements of Pentagon, officials, this is conditioned above all by the
necessity for effective use of the military resources of the country, abol-
ishing parallelism in the activity of the Departments of the Army, Navy,
and Air Force, most particularly when designing weapons systems, and also
in centralizing and unifying operational planning, and the use of the serv-
ices of the armed forces under the direction of unified comuands and other
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cons-iderations of a strategic character.

In this connection, the organization of the &rmed forcesis patterned
Safter their specific mission. In this, the responsibility fok recruiting

and training personnel, as well at the prbvision of theý services of the
armed forces with combat equipment is done by the respective Departments of
%the Army, Navy, and Air Force. The- "..sponsibility for the operational
planning and the employment 6f fornmtions and unitsa of different services
trained and transferred to the operational command is delegated to the uni-
fied commands in the zones (European, Pacific, Atidntic Ocean, Alaska, Cen-
tral and South America, and also air defense command in continental U.S.
and the strike command) and special com'iands (Strategic Air Command, Naval
Command Eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean).

The development of the U.S. armed forces flor specific missions is
realized through the following structural components: [Editor's Note #33]

-- strategic atback forces composed of ICB2-. units, nuclear missile
submarines (with "Polaris" missiles), heavy bombers, strategic reconnais-
sance and tanker aircraft;

-- strategicdefense forces, including: air defense systems -- sur-
face-to-air missiles, piloted interceptor aircraft, and also the warning
and control systems connected with them; defense capability against ballis-
tic missiles and antisubmarine forces; defense capability against attack
from space -- intercentor rockets and systems of space identification and
tracking;

general-purpose forces, including ground troops, tactical aviation,
and naval forces (excluding nuclear missile submarines and antisubmarine
forces);

-- forces and means for strategic transfer of troops including trans-
port aviation of the transport aviation command and Air Force reserves,
airborne transport aviation of the tactical command, and naval transport
means, intended for the rapid transfer of units, arms and supplies from
the USA to other regions of the globe;

-- armed forces reserves.

2. Long-range strategy, according to the military-political leadership of
the USA, is, first of all, a strategy of supremacy in the area of weapons
systems and equipment, which qualitatively and quantitatively must always
be superior to the military power of a potential enemy. "If the rate of
modernization of arms of one country is lower than that of another, the
former, in the military sense, will be weaker than the latter. And on the
other hand, the country that is able to modernize its means of waging war
more rapidly and is able to outstrip its opponent in one or several. cycle!
in the creation of basic armament systems, that country will win the arms
race and will weaken the power of its opponent...The country lagging in
such a decisive area of competition, may find itself in the position of
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Sbeing 'unilaterally disarmed. [2' 6.]

It is considered that the constant and ever accelerating technologi-
cal progress is the main factor in the development of the means of-armed
conflict. Superiority in equipment can be maintained only under conditions
where the accomplishment of many technical advances occurs, one after the

other. Proceeding from this, the U.S. attempts to assure itself of a general
technical superiority which would permit them to be far ahead of the proba-
ble enemy insofar as the creation of basic types of weapons and their fire-
power are concerned.

In this, the USA proceeds from the fact that weapons systems being
created, with respect to their combat capabilities, must, first of all,
constitute such a threat to the enemy that it would be difficult for him
to counteract; and second, these systems must be capable of neutralizing
(i.e., repel) any enemy threa-c. In this connection, the U.S. tries to have
such a quantitative superiority over the USSR that, under any conditions
including the most unfavorable, the USA would be in a position to deliver
an effective blow with adequate force. With regard to this, it is consi-
dered that superiority of means for attack over the means for defense does
not obviate the necessity of the latter. That is why the USA is attempting
to create an effective means of antimissile and antispace defense, so as to
reduce losses in men and materiel resulting from enemy nuclear strikes.

3. The economic field is considered by the USA military-political leader-
ship as the most efficacious area for "long-range strategy," in which the
following goal is pursued: to force their rival into a "constant struggle
for leadership" on a global scale in order to weaken his military-economic
potential by means of precisely calculated long-term pressure.

The American military-political leadership considers that the USA
must do everything possible to slow down the economic development of its
adversary. Following this goal, Pentagon specialists try to compile the
greatest number of variations in the arms programs and in strategic con-
ceptionr.

Inasmuch as the cost of scientific research and development of wea-
pons systems has turned out to be extremely high, the pooling of the efforts
of the Western powers in this area was suggested. Along with this, it is
considered extremely necessary to unify, within the framework of military
blocs, most of the weapons systems and combat equipment so as to accelerate
their development, lessen the cost of production, and simplify modernization,
maintenance and supply. It is not difficult to understand that all these
outwardly rational measures have as their ultimate goal the placing of the
majority of the military-bloc countries in complete military-economic and,
consequently, political dependence on the principal imperialist powers,
above all the USA and West Germany. This is why the military-political
leadership c, the USA and West Germany so consistently strives to integrate
all areas, especially the economic and military.

The status and the immediate future for the development of the armed
forces in the imperialist coalition are characterized by the following basic
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indices:

Strategic attack forces. [Ed.N.#34]The political and military leader-
shi.p of the- leading countries of the imperialist coalition considers strategic
attack forces the chief means for waging general nuclear war. Therefore,
basic efforts are concentrated on the still more complex development and
perfection of strategic nuclear forces and weapons. Hence, particular
attention is paid to designing and producing weapons systems of practically
unlimited range, great accuracy, high viability, the capability to overcome
the PVO and PRO (air and antimissile 2dfenses) of the adVersary, and high
technical reliability and combat readiness.

The interrelation of components of the strategic attack forces is
being changed by the military-political leadership of the USA on the basis
of comprehensive study, evaluation and compariwon of the effectiveness of
individual systems of strategic weapons, especially for the future. Under-
standing of the word "effectiveness" involves the inclusion of the most
important technical and combat characteristics of the weapons systems,
which makes it relatively simple to subject them to comparative analysis.
The basic characteristic of effectiveness in the USA is considered to be
the combat reliability which U.S. Secretary of Defense McNamara has deter-
mined to be the combination of combat readiness, technical reliability,
viability, and the capability of successfully overcoming a PRO (antimissile
defense) system.

The combat readiness of a weapons system is determined by its con-
dition at the moment of commitment to combat and is expressed by a rela-
tionship between the quantity of means (missiles, planes) ready for launch
according to plan, and the overall quantity of means available within a
given system. The chief factor hampering an earlier attainment of high com-
bat readiness in previous types of rockets was the time required for it to
attain momentum and go over to the gyroscope system of missile guidance.
The limited operational capability of the gyroscopes did not allow keeping
them engaged during the entire time the missile was on combat alert. The
use at present of gyroscopes on air suspension makes it possible to keep
the missile on ready for an immediate launch over a period of many months.

Technical reliability, as one of the factors determining combat reli-
ability, is the relationship of the quantity of means (missiles, planes) inV good technical repair to the overall quantity of a given type.

The degree of viability is determined by the relationship of the
quantity of means, which under combat conditions, according to computed data,
can survive after a first strike by the enemy, to the overall quantity of
a given type of means.

The possibility of overcoming the enemy's PVO and PRO is determined
by the relationship of the quantity of means, which, according to computed
data, can actually reach the targets and destroy them, to the overall quan-
tity of means (missiles, planes) committed.
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Such are the basic factors by which American military specialists
determine the qualitative state of strategic means of attack, their combat
capability, and combat readiness.

Strategic means of attack which, as iS known, include ICBM's, nuclear
rocket-carrying suumarines, and heavy and medium bombers, are for the most
part in the bands of the USA and, to a much lesser extent, England and France.

Only the USA possesses ICBM's.

The experimental-design work for creating rockets began in the USA
as early as 1964. Convinced of their own technical superiority, for about
ten years the Americans conducted that work relatively slowly, staking their
hopes on strategic aviation and the winged rockets "Snark" and "Navaho.'

Successes of the, Soviet Union in rocket construction forced the USA
in 1956 to accelerate design of the medium-range ballistic missiles "Thor"
and "Jupiter." Simultaneously, the design and adoption of ICBM's "Atlas,"
"Titan" 1, and later "Minuteman" IA and "Polaris" Al as armaments were ac-
celerated.

Taking into account the extremely insufficient technical reliability,
low operational characteristics, vulnerability, and insufficient combat
readiness of the missile systems, as well as a series of other significant
defects of the so-called first-generation missiles, the American command
came to the conclusion of the necessity:

-- to increase the technical reliability of the missile system and
thus reduce to a minimum the instances of combat ale't breakdowns and the
number of defects affecting the missiles while in flight;

-- to increase the range of missiles in order to hit targets in any
region of the Eurasian continent and increase the yield of their nuclear
warheads;

-- to decrease the vulnerability of the missile complexes by means
of a wide dispersal of the locations of 'the- lcunch pads in silos and improve
their viability.;

-- to do away with systems of flight correction by radio and change
over fully to improved autonomous inertial flight-control systems and
thus increase the firing accuracy of the rockets and the operational re-
liability of the systems;

-- to improve the combat readiness of the missile systems by using
chiefly solid fuels in engines, making it possible to keep these missiles
on alert a long time and decrease the time of the pre-launch preparation;

-- to lengthen service life and increase the operational scope of all
the mi.ssile's equipment (especially the gyroscope);
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-- to provide missiles vith a means of overcoming PRO and make it
possible for ballistic missiles to maintain the role of an "absolute"
weapon for many years.

As a result of the work carried out in the USA, the strategic MIS i
siles "Titan" 2, "Minuteman" lB and "Minuteman" 2, "Polaris" A2 and ."P-
laris" A3 have been designed and adopted. The introduction of these mis•
sile systems led to the removal of the "Thor" (in 1963-1964), "Jupiter"
(in 1964), "Atlas" and "Titan" 1 (in 1964-1965), and "Polaris" Al (in 1966)''
from the armament system.

Adopted in 1963, the ICBM "Titan" 2 is the most powerful American
missile, with a starting weight of about 150 tons, a warhead with a power
of 10-18 megatons and a range of 23,000 km. In spite of the fact that the
missile operates on liquid fuel, it can remain a long time on the launch
pad completely fueled, which reduces the time of the pre-launch readying
to 1-2 minutes. The launch pads for "Titan" 2 are of the silo type with
autonomous underground control points, located at great distances from one
another- at three missile bases. On each base are two squadrons, with up
to 9 launch pads each.

The ICBM "Minuteman" is the basic American missile, adopted at the
end of 1962 (there are three versions: "Minuteman" 1A, "Minuteman" 1B,
and "Minuteman" 2). The most modern is considered to be "Minu._man" 2,
with an increased range of firing (11,000 km), a more powerful nuclear war-
he~i (about 2 megatons), a more perfect PRO-jamming system and greater
acvuracy.

The USA military command believes that "Minuteman" 2 will form the
basis of the strategic missile forces until 1970 and even later. The wide
dispersion of "Minuteman" missiles in underground reinforced concrete silos,
the duplication of the communication and control lines making it possible
to launch missiles from underground as well as from air-control points, the
use of retargeting equipment and many other improvements assure a high via-
bility and effectiveness of strategic rockets in a nuclear war.

The "Polaris" ballistic missiles aboard nuclear submarines are sec-
ond in significance as a component part of a strategic means of attack.
These missiles are considered an extremely promising strategic weapons sys-
tem because of their purported invulnerability to enemy missiles and shore-
based antisubmarine defense, which results from the capability to launch
missiles from a submerged position, from the autonomy of cruise, high mo-
bility, and from the excellent camouflage of submarines.

The nuclear submarines of the U.S. Navy are armed with "Polaris" A2
and "Polaris" A3 missiles (16 combat-ready missiles on each submarine);
the more perfect is considered to be "Polaris" A3, adopted in 1964, with
a more powerful nuclear charge (1 megaton) and a greater range.

Altogether, by mid-1967, the American command planned to commission
and have ready for combat 41 nuclear submarines with 656 "Polaris" missiles;
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this vac to include 13 submarines with 208 "Polaris" A2,missi-,.es and 28
•submarines with 448 "Polaris" A3 missiles.

It should be noted that although the "Polaris" A3 is more perfect
than the "Polaris" Al and "Polaris" A2, the American command does not con-
sider them to have a future after 1970-75, mainly .due to poor accuracy :and
low-yield nuclear charge. In this coninection, the USA is at present working
on the "Pdseidon" missile (a "Poiaris" B3 with a range of about 4600 km, a
more powerful nucleer warhead, and increased launch weight), which is to
replace the "Polaris" A2 and possibly "Polaris" A3.

The U.S. !.Pkvy command has decided to organize the rocket-carrying
nuclear submarine~s into five squadrons of 7-9 submarines each. Three are1.' to be kept in tbh Atlantic and LLediterranean, one in the Pacific and one
at bases in the continental USA.

Simultaneously with the construction of nuclear rocket-carrying sub-
mamines, the U.S. Navy command is developing a system for base deployment,
creating shcre bases in various sea and ocean regions, and is accelerating
the tempo in building special floating bases.

A characteristic of the nuclear rocket-carrying submarine base sys-
tem is that it includes fixed naval bases on US territory and forward
bases In other capitalist countries in Europe and Asia.

The fixed bases on the Atlantic coast in the U.S. are Charleston
(South Carolina), New London (Connecticut) and Norfolk (Virginia), and in
the Pacific basIn are Pearl Harbor (Hawaii), Bremerton (Washington state)
and San :3.sgo (California).

In American military-strategic plans related to the organization of
bases for nuclear rocket-carrying submarines, particular significance is

given to forward base areas facing countries in the socialist camp. These
areas must assure the maintenance of the nuclear submarines in a high state
of combat readiness e'nd, to a certain degree, divert the threat of a retal-
iatory nuclear strike from U.S. territory. The forward bases are Holy Loch
(England), where the 14th and 18th Squadrons are located; and the Spanish
base, Rota, supporting the combat activity of the 16th Squadron of nuclear
rocket-carrying submarines in the Mediterranean basin along the southern
and southwestern parts of the Soviet Union, Bulgaria, Rumania and Hungary.

Realizing that as a result of an enemy retaliatory strike, the fixed
and forward bases would be destroyed, the American command is building
floating bases for nuclear rocket-carrying submarines, one per squadron
and one in reserve.

The accelerated creation of a nuclear missile fleet, and a base sys-
tem for it, is evidence that the American imperialists are creating, around
the USSR and other socialist countries, a network of mobile, strategic nu-
clear strike forces.
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Strategic aviation. In spite of the intensified development of
strategic rocket weapons, the command •of the imperialist states continues
to retain strategic aviation wtlthin. the make-up of the strategic strike
forces, and to improve it, pl.nning to use it chiefly to deliver a subse-
quent attack, especially against hard and mobile missile sites and also
against targets, which, in its opinion,, there is no need t6 destroy in
the first minutes of the war, for example, ammunition and fuel dumps, mil-
itary-industrial targets, etc.

The strategic aviation of the USA includes heavy bombers, strategic
recchnaissance planes, tanker aircraft, and subunits. for supply and mater-
iel-technical serVI'Ae. The principle grouping of the American strategic
aviation is located in territorial USA.

Up to 50 percent of the combat-ready ,strategic bombers are con-
stantly kept at the air bases on a 15..minute alert, for delivering strikes
against targets predetermined for them and also ready for quick withdraw-
al in case of an enemy strike. At the same time, whenever necessary,
there is round-the-clock air patrolling by heavy bombers, carrying nu-
clear bombs, along the northern coasts of Greenland, Canada, and Alaska,
as well as above the Mediterranean Sea area.[ Editor's Note 35]

In connection with the increase in the number of ICBM's and the
introduction of nuclear rocket-carrying submarines, the quantity of stra-
tegic bombers in the U.S Air Force in the last 5-6 years has been greatly
reduced, chiefly because of 'the removal of the obsolete B-47 medium bom-
bers from the armaments system. Within the next few years, the B-58 me-
dium bombers and part of the B-52C and B-52F heavy bombers are also sla-
ted for removal from the armaments system.

By 1971, they plan to have about 450 strategic bombers, including
255 B-52G's and B-52H's with a flLght range of up to 19,000 kmb having,
besides a bomb load, two guided missiles of the "ai;?-to-ground" class,
":Hound Dog", and about 210 B-111 heavy bombers which are designed after
the F-111 tactical fighter and which should go into service of the Stra-
tegic Air Command in 1968-71.

To counteract the enemy's air defense means, the bombers are pro-
vided with equipment for creating active and passive radio interference,
as well as with "Quail" radio countermeasure missiles having a range of
320 kin. Much attention is paid to inclusion of equiment on strategic
bombers that would permit operation at low level thereby reducing losses
from enemy antimissile defense means.

The American command attaches great significance to the develop-
ment of strategic reconnaissance aircraft. Strategic reconnaissance air-
craft, which are variants of corresponding strategic bombers (RB-52 and
RB-58) and the military transport aircraft (RC-130 and RC-135), are found
alongside the specially built high-alt-.tude reconnaissance aircraft U-2
land RB-57F. Also designed and, according to the American press, being
,*eommissioned for service in strategic reconnaissance aviation units is the
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new supersonic aircraft SR-71. According- to an announcement by the U.S.
President, this aircraft, as well as. the strategic reconnaissance aircraft
RF-111, shoLud become the basic aviation reconnaissance system of the
Strategic Air Command.

Tanker aircraft assure an increase in the radius of operation of
the combat aircraft. The basic tanker aircraft for the strategic bombers
of the U.S. Air Force is the KC-135A (maximum reserve of fuel transferred
'in flight during refueling -- 43.5 t).

Thus, in the creation of strategic offensive forces, the main course
followed was an accelerated development of "Minuteman" IEBM's and "Pola-
ris" nuclear submarines. As regards strategic aviation, the number of
heavy bombers in the next few years will remain approximately at the pre-
sent level, although their role within the strategic strike forces will
be gradually reduced.

England and France also have strategic nuclear offensive forces.

England, experiencing serious financial and economic difficulties,
nevertheless tries, at least theoretically, to maintain independent nu-
clear forces in the makeup of the bomber aircraft command, so as to have
the right to a decisive Voice in the various organs of NATO. However,

I most of the political and military figures of the West, including Ameri-
-cans, consider that the British strategic nuclear forces are already ob-
solete and have lost their significance as an instrument of British for-
elgn- policy.

During the last four years, the number of aircraft in the lritish
bomber aircraft command has decreased by about 30 percent. At the pre-
sent time, it has about 30 medium bombers of the "Vulcan" and "Victor"
type, armed with "Blue Steel" missiles having .% nuclear warhead of mega-
ton power, and a rasnge of about 300 km. The British military-political
leadership, Judging by the Western press, does not intend to increase the

4number of st•stegic bombers in the coming years. On the contrary, their
furtber reduction as compared with the existing level is possible.

England intends to realize a buildup in the strength of the stra-
tegic nuclear forces basically by construction and introducing by 1970
four nuclear submarines equipped with a total of 64 "Polaris" missiles
which the USA will deliver to her. Thus, with some reduction in the make-
up of the bomber aircraft command and with the fulfillment of the construc-
tion program for nuclear missile submarines, England, by 1970, can have
140-150 missiles and rocket-carrying aircraft of strategic designation.

Military Space Program. (Editor's Note #36] The imperialists
plan to use the great achievements of modern science and technology in
the mastery of space for their aggressive military purposes and, from
year to year, allocate billions for the military mastery of space. From
1957 up to 1966, the US imperialists allocated about 40 billion dollars
to the national space program. Other capitalist countries such as England,
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France, the Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, and Japan have begun
work on their own national space programs, however, work in these coun-
tries has not yet reached the proportion of that in the USA due to the
high cost of modern space devices and the inability of the economies of
these countries to conduct large-scale space programs. To unite the ef-
forts of a number of European capitalist countries regarding space mas-
tery, two organizations have been created in Europe, for example: ELDO,
the European organization for designing missile carriers, and ESRO, the
European organization of space research; they are working on programs fi-
nanced by the participating countries (England, France, the Federal Re-
public of Germany, Italy, and Belgium) on an equal basis. Japan is pre-
paring to initiate space research under her own program. In addition,
in many capitalist countries, work is being conducted on space research
and mastery of space under joint bilateral agreements and programs with
the USA.

The militarist circles of the USA are the principal aggressive
force nurturing insidious plans for using space for military purposes
"and transforming space into a new theater of military operations; they
consider space the most suitable for implementation of global military
operations.

To support the national space research program and the military
conquest of space, a Council on Aeronautics and Space Research, headed by
the Vice-President, has been created under the President of the USA. The
principle organizations responsible for the development of the military
and scientific space programs are the U.S. Department of Defense and the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA). To avoid duplica-
tion in the area of long-term research and design of space apparatus,
ships, and stations, and also of powerful missile carriers for putting
useful payloads into orbit, the Department of Defense and NASA have cre-
ated a special coordinating committee, headed by the director of NASA and
by the director of the Administration of Scientific Research and Experi-
mental Design Work of the Department of Defense. The principal organiza-
tion ,in the Department of Defense responsible for designing and testing
air and space weapons systems is the Weapons Systems Development Command

(OSV), within the U.S. Air Force. NASA and KRSV are the chief recipients
of budget appropriations for space research and the mastery of s-pace for
military purposes. The number of personnel in these organizations in-
creases annually. The problems of research and the military mastery of
space are widely and quite openly discussed in the American press, where
it is emphatically stressed that "space is the strategic theater of to-
morrow."

At present in the USA, large-scale research on the mastery of space
is being conducted according to NASA plans, and earth satellites and other
space vehicles are launched allegedly for a scientific purpose. However,
the American press does not hide the fact that due to the close coordina-
tion of efforts by the U.S. Department of Defense about 80 percent of all
NASA work and projects are used for purely military purposes.
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The military mastery of space in the USA is proceeding in three
basic directions:

- toward creating space weapons systems that will assure high com-
bat operations effectiveness for all services of the armed forces;

- toward creating space systems that will prohibit the other coun-
tries from probing and mastering space (means of anti-space defense);

- toward developing strategic offensive space systems to conduct
armed conflict in spa.e and to strike earth targets from space.

At the prebent time in the USA, there have been developed and con-
tinue to be developed, a series of space weapons supporting systems which
are primarily designated for conducting strategic reconnaissance opera-
tions, securing communications and control for the benefit of all the ser-
vices of the armed forces, and for securing navigation of military ships
and planes.

With the aid of the reconnaissance satellites the coordinates of
strategic objectives and targets are located and determined (military-
industrial objectives, launch sites for interLJntinental missiles, mili-
tary bases, airports, radio and radar communication systems and detection
systems and other objectives within the territory of socialist countries);
precise geodetic maps of the earth's surface are compiled and tied to geo-
detic nets of strategic objectives and targets; weather reconnaissance
for the air force and navy is carried out; also global photo reconnais-
sance from space. Each year, the Americans put 15-20 "Discoverer" type
satellites and 8-10 "Samos" type satellites into orbit. Satellites have
been designed and are being used to conduct radio and radar surveys from
space, making it possible to determine the basic technical characteris-
tics of radio electronic systems as well as their disposition, and meth-
ods and tactics of application.

To construct a global geodetic net and tie in the positions of in-
tercontinental missiles and strategic targets, the Americans use the
"Anna," "Starfish" and "Pageos" geodetic satellites, which are tracked
by ground-based optical devices, and the "Secor" satellites, the measure-
ments from which are conducted by ground-based radio range-finding equip-
ment. The U.S. Army, Air Force, and Navy, and also NASA, participate in
this work.

Since 1964 the U.S. Navy has been equipped with a system of "Tran-
sit" radio-navigational satellites consisting of 4-5 operating satellites,
The system is used for navigation of "Polaris" nuclear submarines and
surface ships. The operation of "Transit" satellites is assured by an
extensive network of ground tracking and control stations and by their
on-board equipment.

For weather reconnaissance on a global scale, the USA has created
a network of "Tiros" weather reconnaissance satellites equipped with TV
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cameras allowing transmissions to the ground stations of pictures of
cloud cover ove'r the earth, over ýn6 ne-ntsltand oceans. These data, togeth-
er with meteorological observations from terrestrial, marine, -and aerial
(aircraft) weather stations are used to accurately forecast the vaeather
on a global scale in the interests of the armed forces and:the country
as a whole.

A network of military radio-communication satellites ie in the pro-
cess of construction. From 1960-1966, the USA conducted experimental and
test work on designs 'for communications satellites both in the form of
passive reflectors and active relays of electromagnetic radiation. Dur-
ing that period "Echo," "Courier," "Telestar, " "Relay," "Syncom" and "Ear-
ly Bird" type satellites were put into orbit (the last two types in syn-
chronous orbits). With these satellites, numerous experimental radio-
communications sequences were conducted in searching for ways to design
the most reliable systems for military radio communications. The system
of "Syncom" satellites is used by the U.S. Department of Defense to se-
cure military radio communications with American troops in S.,ýtheast Asia.
A decision has been made and construction started on creating a temporary
military radio-communications system, consisting of 16-24 communications
satellites placed in polar orbits at altitudes to 30,000 kin, and launched
by a "Titan" 3C military launch vehicle. The temporary military commu-
nications system will be used until 1970, when the Americans propose to
replace it with a permanent system of military radio-communications sat-
ellites. The chief advantage of communications systems using satellites
is their operational stability under conditions influenced by the effects
of thermonuclear explosions in the ionosphere when other means of communi-
cation are incapable of guaranteeing the reliable transmission of infor-
mation and the commands necessary for control.

For purposes of detecting nuclear weapons' tests in other countries,
conducted on the earth's surface, in the atmosphere, and in space, the
USM has created an experimental space system comprising the "Villa Hotel"
satellite and a net of ground stations to receive reconnaissance infor-
mation. The experimental system includes 6 "Villa Hotel" satellites lo-
cated in orbits at a height of about 100,000 km and equipped with detec-
tors of x-ray and neutron radiation resulting from nuclear explosions.
Before 1970, they intend to build an operative system of 6-10 "Villa Ho-
tel" satellites and a special network of ground stations to receive in-
formation.

In the USA, much attention has been paid to the "Midas" project,
in progress since 1960,which envisages the creation of a space reconnais-
sance system for the detection of the launch of enemy ballistic missiles
with the aid of on-board infrared equipment 25-30 minutes before the
missile approaches the target. This is considered an extremely important
factor in organizing antimissile and civil defense.

The creation of a space-reconnaissance system for ultralong-range
detection based on infrared technology is considered by the Americans to
be feasible by 1970.

121



Since 1965, a new tendency has appeared in the area of military
supporting space systems: the construction of multipurpose satellites.
This is caused by the great expenditure of means on rocket carriers each
of which puts 1-2 satellites into Qobit. With the aid of multipurpose
satellites' it is proposed that the following problems will simultaneous-
ly be solved: reconnaissance of ground targets from space, detection of
launches of ICBM's and ballistic missiles, launchings from submarines,
detection-of nuclear explosions in the atmosphere and space, registering
the detonation of nuclear ammunition in the target areas, and evaluation
of the degree of destruction of objectives by nuclear weapons, weather
reconnaissance, navigation of ships and aircraft, and also communication
with remote regions of the globe. It is also considered possible that
such satellites can be put into orbits up to altitudes of 1100 km and in-
to synchronous orbits at about an altitude of 36,000 kin. Americans es-
timate that they will have great strategic importance and, with a payload
weighing about 1 ton, they can be placed in synchronous orbits by "Titan"
3C launch vehicles.

With regard to the fact that reconnaissance satellites moving a-
long definite orbits are vulnerable and can be destroyed by antispace
defense weapons, tie creation is being planned of maneuverable, manned
spaceships, with complex reconnaissance equipment on board. For recon-
naissance of the most important regions, such a ship should be able to
descend to an altitude of 130-160 kilometers and maneuver in space to
avoid interception.

Antimissile and antispace defense satellites for intercepting bal-
listic missiles and prohibiting other countries' access to space were de-
veloped through the years in experimental-design stage in the "Bambi,]'
"Sorti," and "Saint" projects. As a result of experimental work, the
Americans came to the conclusion that these projects were unexceptable
because of their complexity, high cost, and low effectiveness.

The Department of Defense decided to develop a piloted variant of
the satellite interceptor for gaining practical expezriences in rendezvous
of satellites in orbit. For these purposes, it combined its efforts with
NASA in working on the "Gemirl" project with the purpose of extending
these tests to project "MOL," which calls for tie building of a military
orbital laboratory. The "MOL" laboratory is b-ing built to conduct ex-
periments in using piloted space means to solve purely military problems
in space.

The supporting space systems of satellites and systems for prohi-
biting the use of space by other countries is only part of the space pro-
gram of the USA to master space for military purposes. Its main link is
the creation of offensive space systems of strategic designation based
on the use of aerospace aircraft, orbital rocket planes, or other types
of space craft, carrying nuclear charges. For many years the American
press has published information on the building of space manned and un-
manned bombardment systems under projects "Dyna-Soar," "Boss," etc.,
whose basic purpose was the destruction of ground targets from space.
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Several projects were continued to the experimental-design stage only to
be temporarily discontinued as a consequence of a discrepancy in the tech-
nical possibilities set forth in tasking and the lack of powerful military
launch vehicles. Nevertheless, with the development of powerful military
"launch vehicles, in particular the "Titan" 3 series Wtn. Various modifi-
cations, ihe U.S. government has allocated 1.5 billion &zllars for theSmilitary orbital laboratory "MOL" project. On this basis the possibili-
ties of building military manned space weapons systemE will be studied,
the technical requirements for them worked out, and the on-board equip-
ment for the military space systems also built. This doc% not at all
"mean that the USA has abandoned the idea of building a strategic offen-
sive space system. The predictions of specialists and in particular those
of Dornberger, who works in the USA, directly indicate that the trend in
the USA is to "shift the center of gravity of all efforts for mastery of

I! apace to the solution of military problems." Dornberger, as early as 1961,
proposed that hundreds of nuclear bombs should be placed in orbits pass-
ing over the USSR and other socialist countries with the rockets then
wailable and keep those bombs in orbit and constantly ready to make nu-
clear strikes on objectives within the territory of these countries. It
was noted that with the aid of such combat means "one can transfer the
arena of combat operations from the eartb to outer 'space" [27].

This trend is also confirmed by tasks which the U.S. Department of
Defense is raising in the course of the development of the military or-
bital laboratory "MOL." On the basis of military orbital laboratories
"MOL," it is considered possible to build military stations which can
be used as command posts in space for conducting strategic reconnaissance
using all types of reconnaissance equipment, to intercept satellites in
orbit, and also for bombing from space.[28]

It is characteristic that in the USA program to master space for
military purposes ever-greater significance is attached to the moon.
Broad investigations are being conducted to determine the military poten-
tial of the moon, possibilities are being studied and some experiments
are being conducted on using the moon to relay communications. The moon
is being studied as a base for detecting strategic terrestrial targets
and as a base on which to locate strategic means of attack from space.
All sorts of projects are being proposed and studied for organizing re-
search and military bases on the moon, bases for the location of strate-
gic nuclear rockets to be used against targeted terrestrial objectives;
the advantages and disadvantages of such bases are studied. Possibili-
ties are also being studied of building manned circumlunar nuclear bomb-
ers with nuclear charges which can strike separate areas of the earth
during a 24-hour period and return to their "!.unar base." It is said
that "in the course of the struggle for supremacy in space -- because of
psychological and military considerations -- the possibility of landing
people on the moon and ultimately establishing permanent base there will
be important." [29] In this respect, in the statement of General lemnitzer
that the U.S. has already worked out basic concepts for using space for
military purposes, with the role of the moon determined and the functions
between the services of the armed forces distributed, deserves attention.
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Many scientific-research and. experimental-design organizations in the USA
are, in fact, working on the problems, of military use of the moon. -How-
ever, the road for them is being paved by NASA, which has been developing
the "Saturn-5-Apollo" systems since 1958 to realize a first stage (before
1970) for research flights to the moon, with a landing on its su-rface and
a return to earith; but after 1970, these systems are to be used for exten-
sive research and mastery of the moon in -the national interests of the USA.

The U.S. Department of Defense has its own plans regarding the mil-
itary use of the "Saturn-5-Apollo" systems and, in particular, the manned
three-seater "Apollo" spaceship. The U.S. press publishes projects on the
use of "Apollo" spaceships to conduct reconnaissance from space, and for
inspection, interception, maintenance, and servicing of military space,
means in orbit. The "Apollo" craft is considered an element of military
space stations. American specialists believe that the trail which NASA
will blaze to the moon will make it easier for the U.S. Department of
Defense to advance projects for its possible military conquest.

The facts stated axe evidence that the American imperialists have
taken the path of direct use of space for realizing their aggressive in-
tentions.

Air Defense and Antimissile Defense Forces. [Editor's Note #37]
In working out plans for the development of air defense and antimissile
defense forces, the U.S. and NAT0 commands proceed primarily from the
fact that the strategic means of a probable enemy can inflict tremendous
damage on the USA and her allies in military blocs. Therefore, even a
"reliable" defense, against any given type of strategic means, has very
limited value. This, according to the U.S. Secretary of Defense, McNamara,
is the main reason why the USA, regardless of tremendous expenditures for
the development of antiaircraft defenses up to this time does not have
the effective forces and means capable of keeping the damage from an enemy's
strike within tolerable limits. To solve this problem, it is considered
imperative in conjunction with the building up of strategic offensive forceg
to develop balanced strategic defense means (antimissile, antiaircraft, and
antisubmarine), as well as means of passive defense. This type of organ-
ization in the strategic defense forces, according to the U.S. Secretary
of Defense, can to a certain degree assure a "deep defense," reducing the
effectiveness of the enemy's strikes.

The American command, when working out programs for increasing the
means for antiair, antimissile, antisubmarine, and passive defense, pro-
ceed on the premise that "with each new increase in defensive forces, the
effectiveness of defense increases ever more slowly," and "this tendency
toward diminishing returns from means expended places a practical limit
to the sums spent for the solution of the defense problem." [30]

In evaluating the prospects for development of the Soviet Union's
strategic means of attack, and their technical and economic possibilities
in this sphere, the American command came to the conclusion that in the
next decade the USA will actually be incapable of assuring complete de-
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Ifl fense of its' territory regardless of the forces they will have (offen- IIJ
III sive and defensive) for the conduct of a nuclear war. III

The imperialist bloc has set up air defenses in three geographic
regi..:; -North America, Europe, and the Pacific arxa; in each of them,
especially in the first two, these are unified systems.

The most highly developed unified system of air defense has been
organized in North America; it encompasses the continental United States,
Canada, Alaska, Greenland, and Iceland.,

The North American air defense includes U.S. and Canadian air force
and ground troops units equipped with fighter aircraft of air defense and
guided surftace-to-air missiles. In addition, units of Navy fighter air-
craft and of the tactical air force located in the United States can-be
used for air defense purposes.

An integral part of air defense is the unified system of detection
and guidance which includes a long-range detection network and -a short-
range detection and guidance network. The long-range detection network
fr.rms a line for detection of -piloted means of air attack on the distant
approaches to the continental United States from the west, the north, and
the east.

This line of detection ("DEW line") is located 2500-3000 kilometers
from the northern border of the United States and passes through Iceland,
Greenland, and the ncrthernmost regions of Canada and Alaska. The radar
stations of this line are located so that they overlap, and can fully
control the airspace in the polar region, assure detection and notifica-
tion of the organs of control of the air defense forces two to three hours
before enemy aircraft (including low-flying air~craft) approach the north-
ern border of the United States. [Editor's Note # 38]

The second line of detection ('Pinetree") runs along the southern
border of Canada with the USA and assures 10-15-minute -warning prior to
the approach of enemy aircraft to American territory.

The network of short-range detection and guidance has been deployed
throughout the entire territorial United States, along the east and west
coasts as well as the southern part of the country, in order to give a
clear view of the airspace south of the Mexican border and south of the
Gulf states. The major part of the short-range detection and guidance
network is connected with the "SAGE" system, which makes it possible to
utilize over 80 percent of the active air defense means according to a
unified plan. The territorial United States has over 20 "SAGE" centers
to assure rapid collection and evaluation of dati pertaining to the air
situation. jl1A reserve system of air defense control called "Buic" has
also been created. jjJ

It is said that the existing air defense system, constantly being
improved, will be sufficiently reliable against manned enemy aircraft.
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The United States exerts great efforts in the creation of antimis-
sile and antispace defense. This is caused primariyi• by the fact that
according to the views of the m:litary-political .le&Jdship of the USA
and a number of other NATO countries, the side which first creates an
antimissile (antispace) defense will have a most important strategic ad-
vantage which would allow the threatening of war or its unleashing with-
out fear of the enemy's retaliatory strikes.

Many practical measures are being taken for this. In particular,
there are three early-warning radar centers to detect the launchings of
ballistic missiles; these are in Greenland (Thule Air Force Base), in
Alaska (Clear), and in Britain (Fylingdales). The range of the radar
stations exceeds 5500 kilometers. Presumably these stations can detect
ICBM's as soon as they leave the atmosphere and thus give warnings 15-17
minutes before the strike. High-speed computers tied in with the radar
stations can automatically determine the origin and the destination of
the missiles from an analysis of the rocket trajectories.

In addition, the U.S. has a number of shorter-range radar stations
on the Island of Shemya (in the Aleutians), in Turkey, Canada, and in the
territorial United States. Their main task is constant surveillance of
Soviet missile ranges. If necessary, they can be used as intermediate
stations in conjunction with the ballistic missile early-warning stations.

For the detection and control of all enemy space devices the United
Stares has created the "SPADATS" radiotechnical system whose center is
located at the North American Air Defense headquarters. [Editor's Note j§39 ]

The proposed launching of a large number of "Midas" satellites, in-
tended for detection of launchings of ICBM's and to give 30-minute warn-
ing, should also help to strengthen the antimissile and antispace de-
fense. [Editor's Note #40]

on Beginning in 1963 the American command has concentrated efforts
on working out a system, NVike-X," the basis of which will be the "Nike-

Zeus" and "Sprint" interceptor missiles developed earlier, and also new
radar stations and electronic computers.

The air defense system of the European countries belonging to NATO
has four PVO zones: Northern (Norway and Denmark); Central (West Germany,!
Belgium, The Netherlands and Luxemburg); Southern (Italy, France and Tur-
key); and the British (United Kingdom). [Editor's Note #41 ]

The territory of France has its own national air defense system.

The air defense of these zones is based on The use of surface-to-
air guided missiles: "Nike-Ajax" (for destroying solitary air targets
flying at subsonic speeds at an altitude of 1.5 to 19 kilometers); "Nike-
Hercules," with a nuclear warhead (for destroying individual or groups
of air targets flying at supersonic speeds); "Hawk," with a conventional
or nuclear warhead for destreying individual or groups of supersonic air
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targets at low and intermediate altitudes (up. to 15 kilometers), fighter-
interceptors with a maximum speed of 1600-2300 km/hr and a service ceil-
ing of 18-20 kilometers, equipped with "air-to-air" guided missiles with
an 8-20 kilometer range. For air defense in the British zone, "Blood-
hound" guided missiles -- and in the troops, "Thunderbird" -- are used
against air targets at ranges up to 20 kilometers.

The air defense of the European NATO countries is based on cover
of separate regions, of the most important economic and political centers,
and also principal groupings of armed forces.

For control of the active means of air defense and for observation
and warning in all four zones, numerous control and warning centers and
stations have been set up, including many radar stations for diverse pur-
poses, to assure detection of air targets up to 500 kilomaters away.
[Editor's Note # 41a)

Attaching great significance to the organization of an effective
control of the air defense means of the European countries, the NATO com-
mand decided on and is implementing practical measures for the creation
of a single automated system of control for an integrated air defense,
called "NADGE" (NADGE -- NATO Air Defense Ground Environment), designed
to intercept only manned means of air attack at intermediate and high al-
titudes (to 30 kilometers); it is not designed to engage low flying tar-
gets and ballistic missiles.

The NADGE equipment system is to be installed on the territories
of eight NATO countries: Nokway, Denmark, Federal Republic of Germany,
The Netherlands, Belgium, Italy, Greece, and Turkey. The creation of
this system is supposed to solve the problem of expanding and perfecting
the national. and regional air defense systems, having united them under
a single control system for the air defense forces and means. The com-
plete introduction of the NADGE system is not expected before 1970.

The Pacific Ocean air defense zone encompasses Japan, South Korea,
the Island of Taiwan, South Vietnam, the Phillippines, the Hawaiian Is-
lands and the most important ocean basins and is based on the active use
of the fighter aviation and surface-to-air guided missiles of the USA and
the countries mentioned above, and also the air defense capability of the
American naval strike force. The planning and overall guidance of the
air defense in that region is accomplished by the U.S. Armed Forces Com-
mand in the Pacific Zone.

In this manner, the chiefs of the daerican coalition have, to the
present time, created a comparatively st%.ong air defense for strategi-
cally important regions, especially for the air defense of North America,
and they continue to perfect it through creation of more effective active
means of combat (surface-to..air missiles, interceptors and their armament),
as well as by developing and introducing improved systems for detection
and tracking by air defense elements. Concurrent with this, the USA is
exerting great efforts to create an effective antimissile and antispace
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defense, which, they say, can give them asbrategic superiority in the
military sphere.

General-purpose Forces. Ground Forces. [Editor's Note #42 ]The
military chiefs of the imperialist coalition believe that to utterly de-
feat a resisting enemy in modern war is only possible through the coor-
dinated efforts of all services of the armed forces, among which the most
important role is played by the ground forces. They are as indispensable
to an all-out nuclear war as they are to limited wars -- even the so-
called poJice action, i.e., maintaining by force of arms the rotten re-
gimes in dependent countries and suppressing the national liberation move-
menit.

In an all-out nuclear war, the mission of the ground forces will
consist of exploiting the results of strategic and operational-tactical
strikes to complete the rout of groups of enemy troops and to occupy his
territory. In those directions where offensive actions seem impossible,
the ground forces are assigned to defensive or holding actions, with the
aim of securing the protection of nuclear attack means, inflicting sig-
nificant losses upon the enemy, and preparing conditions for transition
to the offensive.

The strength of the ground forces of the countries that are parti-
cipants in the aggressive military blocs (NATO, CENTO, SEATO), as well as
Spain, Japan, South Korea, the Kuomintang clique on the Island of Taiwan,
and South Vietnam, by the end of 1966 had reached 5,600,000 men and con-
stituted about 63.6 percent of the total strength of armed forces. (Spain,
Japan, South Korea, the Kuomintang clique and South Vietnam are included
together with the three indicated blocs in the composition of the imperi-
alistic military coalition headed by the USA because they have correspond-
ing agreements with the USA on mutual military assistance.) Contained in
their organic make-up at that time were 165 cadre divisions.

The ground forces of the American coalition are located in three
basic geographical regions of the capitalist world: in Western Europe
on the territories of the NATO countries, where, by the end of 1966, there
were 65 cadre divisions and a significant number of individual units and
subunits, especially of nuclear- *"sile weapons for tactical purposes; in
the Far East and in Southeast A about 75 divisions, not counting the
reserve; and in the CENTO zone, 16 divisions (8 Iranian and 8 Pakistani).
Within the continental limits of the USA, there were 7 divisions and a
considerable number of units to provide combat and materiel-technical
support.

The USA, France, Turkey, Italy and West Germany have the ground
forces with the greatest numerical strength. The ground forces of almost
all the continental European countries of NATO constitute, on the average,
about two-thirds of the total strength of the armed forces of those coun-
tries. This ratio is somewhat lower in the USA and England. This is ex-
plained by the fact that these countries possess strategic offensive
means, large air and naval forces, as well as nimerous reserves not inclu-
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1 ded in the regular troops. Most of the NATO countries spend 25-40 per-cent of their military budgets on the maintenance and -buildup of the

ground forces.

From an organizational point of view, the divisions, separate bri-
gades, and units of the ground forces of the USA, England, France, West
Germany, Belgiuni, The Netherlands, Italy, Greece, and Turkey are organ-
ized into-army corps, which in such countries as the USA, France, Italy,

Greece, and Turkey are, in turn, combined in field armies. The higher
operational groupings of ground troops -- the army groups -- axe created
only in the NATO bloc.

The basic efforts in the development of the ground forces of the
NATO countries are directed toward a continued increase in- their fire
and striking power, their tactical mobility on the battlefield, the abil-
ity of the formations and units to conduct active combat operations with
or without the use of nuclear weapons, the possibility of defense from
weapons of mass destruction as well as improving the organizational struc-
ture of the troops.

The fire power and strike power of the ground forces are being\ in-
creased by extensively equipping them with delivery means for nuclear wea-
pons of operational-tactical and tactical designation, and by re-equip-
ping them with the latest types of conventional arms and combat equipment.

The "Pershing" and "Sergeant" missile systems, already in use, are
being perfected; the ground forces expect to get the new "Lance" guided
missile with a range of 75 kmi, which is to replace the unguided "Honest
John" alnd 'little John" in the divisions.

In recent years, the ground forces of most of the NATO countries
have been equipped in significant numbers with the 155 mm self-p.ropelled
howitzer (range 18.5 km) and the 175 mm self-propelled gun (range to 32
km), which can fire conventional, as well as nuclear ammunition (an 0.05-
0.1 kiloton nuclear shell for the 155 mm self-propelled howitzer was de-
veloped in 1963; a shell for the 175 mm self-propelled gun is also being
developed). At the same time, it is proposed to retain in the formations
and units the 105 mm and 203.2 mm self-propelled howitzers (the latter,
atomic) which were standardized for a majority of the countries of the
American coalition.

To strengthen the troop air defense and, above all, to combat low-
flying enemy planes in the combat zone, along with continued perfection
and introduction of the "Hawk" antiaircraft guided missile into the troops,
the appearance among the armed forces of a portable antiaircraft weapons
system, "Red Eye," to combat low..flying aircraft and helicopters is ex-
pected. New antiaircraft guided-weapons systems are being developed:
the American,, "Chaparral" system is a mobile, quadruple-mount rack for
launching "Sidewinder" rockets equipped with an infrared guidance head;
the English "Tiger Cat" system (a ground version of the naval antiair-

craft guided missile "Sea Cat"); the Franco-West German guided missile



"IRoland," characterized by its simplicity of' maintenance and repair as
well as its high maneuverability; and many other perspective surface-to-
-air missile systems.

In building up the striking power and mobility of their ground
troops the command of the principal NATO countries continues to re-equip
them with much improved types of armored equipment and wheeled and tracked
vehicles for various purposes. The USA continues to produce and supply
the M6OA1 tank to their units. In West Germany, in the autumn of 1965,
mass production began on the new "ILopard" tank, which is' intended for
armored and motorized infantry formations of the Bundeswehr.

In accordance with the agreement concluded in mid-1965, the USA and
the Federal Republic of Germany are developing a basic combat tark for
the 1970's. Fiance has created a medium tank, AMX-63, which is replacing
American-made tanks; England is producing a 50-ton "Chieftain" tank, which
is to replace the "Conqueror" heavy tank and the "Centurion" tank.

The new tanks entering the arsenals of the ground troops, according
to assessment by Western military specialists, possess a more powerful
basic armament (guns of 105-120 mm, and on some American tanks, 152 mm)
and Incraased operating range (40o-48o km), much higher maneuverability,
fully adequate cross-country capability and protective armor, as well as
a number of other advantages when compared with previous types; they can
engage in combat at night under reduced-visibility conditions.

Rhoceeding on the assumption that in a future war, fighting with
t aks - , the field of battle will remain a first-priority problem, the
commarl ,_ement in the NATO countries continues to search for more effec-
tive means of combat with tanks and to introduce these means on a broad
scale into the troops. In the opinion of foreign military experts, the
antitank rockets (SS-10, SS-11, "Entac," "Cobra") possessed by the NATO
armies do not satisfy modern requirements. Therefore, the principal ef-
forts are being concentrated on development of a guided antitank rocket
Shich-h voul!d be m-more reliable and easier to handle, would possess a high
degre- of accuracy "nd effective firepower and would have small weight,
long range, and comparatively low production cost. In the USA they are
developing a wire-gui&¢4 missile "Tow," which will replace the "Entac"
missile and the 106 mm recoilless rifle as heavy antitank weapons. Pro-
duction is being organized for the "Shillelagh" guided missiles intended
for use with the "$heridan" reconnaissance vehicle and certain models of
the M-60 tank.

In West Germany, mass prcduction is beginning on a 90-mm self-pro-
pelled antitank gun, which will be included among the armaments of the
motorized-infantry and tank divisions.

Alongside improvement of the basic types of arms, more modern en-
gineering equipment, means of communication, new standardized types of
small arms and means of protecting personnel from weapons of mass destruc-
tion are under development aMa being issued as equipment of the ground
troops. In the laboratories and on the proving grounds, intensive work
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is being conducted to form and test new poisonous gases amd pathogenic
agents.

In NATO countries, army (troop) aviation continues to be developed,
and, in the opinion of foreign military experts, in the future it will be-
come the basic means of increasing the mobility of the ground forces in
the combat zone.

As before, attention to the problem of perfecting troop organiza-
tion has not slackened; such organization would satisfy the requirements
for conducting a limited or all-out nuclear war. The ground force divi-
sions of the USA., England, West Germany, Belgium and the Netherlands have
been reorganized into a similar type (brigade) concept; crganically, the
quantity of tanks and antitank wev-ons, armored vehicleii and automobiles,
aircraft and helicopters, and 4Tahs to deliver nuclear :veapons on targets
has increased. As a result of this, their capability to conduct comnbat
operations with or without nuclear weapons has been increased.

The training of the ground forces of the NATO !'.ountries in Europe,

particularly the joint forces, is based on a uniform ,program for the en-
tire bloc, which concludes annually with major exercises and maneuvers.
These troops are the most combat ready inasmuch as they have sufficient
modern means for armed conflict, a high level of personnel trainina, the
necessary administrative support organs, etc. They are employed in defi-
nite grouping along the borders of the Warsaw Pact countries, in the prob-
able directioniof attack in the event of war, and conforming to the con-
cepts of "border outposts" or "forward defense". Being in a high state of
combat preparedness, the ground forcer of the 1UTO countries in Europe,
in coordination with tactical aviation and naval forces, can conduct ac-
tive combat operations both in limited wars, as well as in all-out nucle-
ar war.

In the CENTO zone (participants of the bloc are England, Turkey,
Iran, and Pakistan), ihere there are no unified armed forces or a unified
command, the basic grouping of the ground forces (with the exception of
Turkey) is composed of Iranian and Pakistani forces numbering about
400,000 men (16 divisions in all), equipped with American weapons of the
World War II period and of the first postwar years. As regards their
possibility of combat and combat readiness these forces are far inferior
to the NATO ground forces.

The grouping of the SEATO countries' ground forces in that bloc's
zone, in addition to those of Japan, South Korea, the Kuomintang on Tai-
wan, and South Vietnam, numbers about 75 divisions and includes 13 Japa-
nese, 18 South Korean, 23 Kuomintang, 5 American, 4 Thai, 10 South Viet-
namese, I Phillippine, and 1 English. The best combat-trained are consi-
dered to be the American and English troops and 0o a lesser degree the
Japanese forces.

Tactical Aviation. In spite of the increased role and potential
of nuclear weapons of the "surface-to-surface" class, tactical aviation
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is being further developed in most Of the capitalist countries, This is
explained by the fact that a definite part of the combat assignments still
cannot be carried out by robot ieans, in particular, the performance of
air reconnaissance, the destruction of mobile, small-scale and inade-
quately reconnoitered targets, attacking naval objectives and air-lifting
men, combat equipment, and variou,.. cargoes. The significance of tacti-
cal aviation in the conduct of limixted wars is increasing.

Tactical aviation is designated to isolate areas of combat opera-
tions and prevent bringing up reserves from the rear, to prevent the
maneuver of forces in the theater of operations, give direct air support
to the ground forces, and conduct aerial reconnaissance.

Tactical aviation consists of light bombers, tactical fighters
(fighter-bombers), reconnaissance, transport and liaison aircraft, and,
in the USAF, the winged rocket "Mace" and in the Air Force of the Federal
Republic of Germany, the guided missile "Pershing."

The higher groups of the tactical air forces are: in the USA, Tur-
key, and Greece, the air army; in England, France, the Federal Republic
of Germany, Belgium, and the Netherlands and in some other countries --
the tactical air command, including air divisions, wings, and detached
squadrons.

In strength, tactical aviation in the air forces of the NATO coun-
tries has about 5,000 aircraft, of which a large number carry nuclear
weapons, as well as more than 150 launch facilities for "Mace" winged
rockets and "Pershing" guided missileso From this collection of tactical
aviation means, up to 45 percent of the combat aircraft and a large por-
tion of the launch facilities for the operational-tactical rockets are
organically contained in the combined air forces deployed in the European
theater of war. A comparatively large grouping of tactical aviation is
located on U.S. territory. It is intended for the most part as reinforce-
ment for the combined air forces of NATO in Europe, as well as for U.S.
air grouping in the Far East and in Southeast Asia.

American tactical aviation is composed chiefly of the F-104G, F-10,
and F-4G fighter-bombers.

The air units and subunits of the tactical aviation in the majority
of European countries of NATO are equipped basically with American aircraft
of old and new types.

In recent years, within the framework of NAT4 they have standard-
ized certain types of aircraft and instituted their joint production in
the European countries (the American fighter F-I04G, the Italian G-91, the
French transport aircraft "Atlantic" and "Transall," etc.).

Many foreign military specialists recognize that the development
of new expensive aircraft, like other types of military equipment, has
already gone beyond the means of individual capitalist countries, even
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those highly-developed from-a technical and economic point of view. Due
to this, military aircraft development .at this present stage (especially
for the European countries of NATO) is characterized by their joint devel-
opment and production. X6owever,- the USA uses this cooperation for their
own purposes: they buy abroad only the results of the scientific research
and force other countries to acquire airplanes from them or build them
under license.

Such factors as the adoption of the concept of limited war as con-
cerns the European theater of war, the removal from armaments of MRBM's
of the type "Thor" and Jupiter " and subsequent winged rockets, and
also the decrease of rocket weapons in the ground troops of NATO countries
have an influence on the further development of tactical aviation. The
military command and military theoreticians of the West, considering the
prospects for the development of tactical aviation in this light, believe
that, in composition, tactical aviation Will remain roughly at the exist-
ing level in the coming years, however, it will undergo qualitative chan-
gesa,

In future years, a further reduction in the number of types of air-
craft and the adoption of a multipurpose aircraft capable of fulfilling
'the roles of bomber, fighter and reconnaissance aircraft can be expected.
The most promising are considered to be the mass-produced American air-
craft F-104G, the French aircraft "Mirage" 3E, the American tactical
fighter F-lIA, and others.

The armament and equipment installed on these aircraft assure air-
craft operation at low altitudes; flight activities under difficult mete-
orological conditions against varied targets using guns, and air-to-air
and air-to-surface rockets; conducting reconnaissance; and making attacks
with conventional as well as with nuclear bombs.

Particularly great attention is being paid by the U.S. command to
the F-1lA tactical fighter with variable geometric wings which make it
possible to use it at a wide range of altitudes and speeds, as well as
at small airports with a grass surface. This aircraft has the following
calculateddbaracteristics: maximum speed 2500-2700 km/hour, service ceil-
ing up to 30km; flight range, about 5000km.

One of the basic trends in the development of tactical aviation is
the reduction of its dependence on large airports. With this aim in mind,
in recent years, vertical or short take-off and landing aircraft have
been developed; they can be used from sod airstrips, landing pads, and
roads. These include the American F-5 and F-l11A aircraft, the French
3-V "Mirage," the West German VJ-lOlD, the Italian "Fiat" 1262, the Eng-
lish TSR, 2, P 1154., and P 1127 "Kestrel," etc. However, the cost of most
of the vertical or short take-off and landing aircraft, designed in these
countries, turned out to be excessively high; and guaranteed orders from
other countries for the construction of a minimum, profitable number of
mass-produced aircraft of that type turned out to be insufficient. For
this reason, in the majority of countries about all of the programs for
the construction of such aircraft were reviewed; the development of some
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has been stopped, and the deadlines for building others have been extended.

In this connection, +another avenue of approach has been evolved for
solving the problems of short runways for tactical aviation which pro-
poses fitting the aircraft with a device for catapulting and braking on
landing which, according to Western military specialists, should lead to
a cheaper and an almost as effective a solution of the problem of short
takeoff and landing as the creation of a special aircraft for vertical
takeoff and landing.

A very important problem on which most of the NATO countries are
working is the design and mastery of Various methods of overcoming pre-
sent air defenses and breaking through to probable targets of attack,

Smainly at low altitudes using intensive radio-electronic interference.

The command elcment of the leading NATO countries, i.e., the USA,
4 England, and the Federal Republic of Germany, considers that the need to

increase the strategic mobility of the armed forces, especially of the
ground forces, requires an increase in the quantity and an improvement
in the quality of transport aviation, which is capable of assuring, in a
short time, the appropriate volume of air transport from the USA and Eng-
land to any theater of operations, as well as within the theaters of
operations. As a result of measures taken in the last 5-6 years in that
area, especially in the USA, the possibilities of American military-trans-
port aviation have greatly increased due to the development and adoption
of new types of aircraft, the increase of the number of aircraft, the
payload capacity and the speed of aircraft, the mechanization of loading
and unloading, etc.

The second grouping in order of importance of tactical aviation,
which is composed of American aviation units, is on the territory of
capitalist countries of the Far East and Southeast Asia, and an in-
significant air force grouping (up to 300 combat aircraft) in the zone of
the CENTO bloc (excluding Turkey). However, the aviation of most of the
capitalist countries dependent on the U.S. in the Far East, Southeast
Asia, the Near and Middle East, are far inferior in quality to the tac-
tical aviation of the USA and other NATO countries.

Naval Forces. The main task of naval forces in a general nuclear
war is to obtain superiority on the seas in coordination with the strate-
gic offensive forces and tactical aviation by delivering nuclear strikes
against nuclear-rocket means, ships and aircraft at naval bases and at
sea, and also other enemy military and industrial objectives. A signi-
ficant part of the naval forces can also be used in limited wars.

At the beginning of 1967, in the navies of the NATO, CENTO, and
SEATO countries, as well as Spain, Japan, South Korea, South Vietnam, and
the Kuomintang clique, there were about 1.5 million men, more than 4,000
combat vessels, and up to 10,000 aircraft and helicopters, including
those in reserve.

The mainstay of the naval might of the coalition is the American
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and, to a lesser extent, the British Navy, with a significant number of
various types of nuclear weapons. The naval forces of the other capi-
talist countries, equipped primarily with conventionally armed ships, only
supplement the American and British Navies and are intended only for
solving problems of a support nature.

By earlyf111967111the regular Naval forces of the U.S. and Britain
numbered more than 900 warships [331, including 19 assault aircraft car-
riers, 25 torpedo-carrying nuclear submarines, 75 guided missile ships,
and as many as 3000 warplanes.

The main striking force of the U.S. and British Naval forces is
carrier-based aviation.

The advanced U.S. groupings, the Sixth Fleet in the Mediterra-
nean --! icluding two assault aircraft carriers with approximately 160
aircraft (up to 75 percent bomber-carrying aircraft) -- and the Seventh
Fleet in the Far East with 5 assault carriers and 400 aircraft, are the
most combat-ready.

The British attack aircraft carriers, one in the Far East, and
three in the Northeast Atlantic, are also quite combat-ready.

In case of necessity, the advanced groupings of carrier striking
forces can be reinforced by transferring carriers from the United States
to the Northeast Atlantic, to the Mediterranean, and to the Far East.

This transfer can be accomplished under the pretext of maneuvers or re-
placement of ships in European and Far Eastern waters.

The American command believes that in connection with the recog-
nized possibility of waging limited wars, the significance of the sur-
face fleet and especially of carrier-based forces is growing. The latter,

Il1the American command believes, 1 1can perform various tasks, especially
in limited wars. In particular, they are capable of conducting air re-
connaissance, delivering strikes against small targets, and extending
direct support to ground troops and landing forces on the shore. This
explains why the Americans continue to devote considerable attention to
the reequipment of carrier aviation with modern planes and to the con-
struction of new carriers.

Simultaneously, the tempo of construction of torpedo nuclear sub-
marines has been increased after construction was halted in connection
with the loss of the submarine "Thresher" in 1965.*

At the same time, JI surface ships of various classes are being
built Illand also a considerable number of postwar snips -- primarily de-
stroyers, patrol ships, and submarines -- are continually being modern-
ized and reequipped with new antiair and antisubmarine equipment, himn
particular, antisubmarine guided missiles and guided missiles.iiI

* The U.S. Navy atomic submarine Thresher was lost April 10, 1963. - Ed.
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In additiont, the U.S. Naval Commnd is increasing the Navy's capa-

bility of t'ransporting troops from the United .States to Europe, the Far
East, and other regions llaimed at 6ssuk.ing the simultaneous transport of
two divisions with [Editor's Note #431 corresponding service support
and their attached aviation wings. ]1[

In order to increase the combat readiness of the naval forces as
a whole, the American command made a number of changes in the organiza-
tion of the fleets and of the Marine Corps. The First and Second Opera-
tional Fleets were placed on constant operational status. Prior to this
there existed only the headquarters of these fleets with command person-
nel; ship formations, aircraft, and Marines were attached- to them only
during maneuvers. In accordance with the reorganization, the First Fleet
(Pacific) and the Second Fleet (Atlantic) were given personnel and assigned
operational zones. Each of the above fleets contains carrier task forces,
carrier-based antisubmarine groups, amphibious forces and security and
service personnel. The comanders of the fleets with their staffs were
transferred from shore command points to flagships of the fleet.

The reorganization of the Marine Corps also took place. The fire-
power and striking power of Marine divisions was increased by including
tank battalions, juguided-rocket batteries, field and atomic artillery., 1

In connection with U.S. aggression in Vietnam, in which carrier-
based aircraft and the Marines are taking an active part, the American
command carried out a series of measures to further strengthen its naval
forces. In particular, some ships and auxiliary vessels were taken out
of reserve, the number of navy personnel was increased, especially Ma-
rines, as the result of the creation of a new division, and the strength
of the naval forces in the Western Pacific (the 7th Fleet) almost doubled.

In the British Navy main attention is concentrated on the construc-
tion ofll nuclear torpedoll submarines and JI guided missile lships. The
fleet will also be reinforced by modernizing ships and reequipping naval
aviation with new planes.

In the naval forces of the other countries of the American coali-
tion, basically, ships with conventional armament intended primarily for
antiair and antisubmarine defense are being built; Ilihowever, with the
help of the USA and Britain some of these ships are being eqtuipped with
rocket weapons. jf

THE PREPARATION OF THE THEATERS OF MILITARY OPERATIONS FOR WAR

One of the basic measures taken by the imperialist countries in
their preparations for general nuclear war is the appropriate equipping
of the probable theaters of military operations and of the territory of
the continental United States before the outbreak of war.

The equipping of the theaters of military operations and the ter-
ritorial U.S. is organized with account taken of the influence of the
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new types of weapons on the methods of waging war. Unlike the past, when
main attention was devoted to the creation in the theaters of fortified
perimeters and the development of railroad systems and highways allowing
deployment and. combat operations of ground troops, at prpýsent the main
efforts are directed first of all toward assuring the niacessary conditions
for- the effective use of -rocket 'troops and aircraft. In the theaters of
military operations, launching pads for all types of rockets and storage
facilities for nuclear-rocket weapons are being built, the nietwork of
airbases, airfields, naval airbases, and the ports and sites of debarka-
tion of troops and equipment along the coast are being improved, fixed
antiaircraft and radio navigation systems are being created, reliable
communications, control and warning systems are being organized, pipelines
are being laid, etc.

All this, in the opinion of the U.S. and NATO commands, should
make it possible to deliver surprise nuclear strikes using rocket means,
aviation) and naval forces against strategically important targets in
the Soviet Union and in other countries of the socialist camp.

It is also characteristic that while earlier, before the war, each
country prepared its territory independently, now the preparation of ter-
ritories is systematized and carried out in the interests of the military
blocs which have been created. The most extensive measures for prepara-
tion of theaters of military operations have been taken in the territory
of European countries (members of NATO) and in the United States. The
American continent is prepared primarily as an operational base for stra-
tegic attack weapons, i.e., ICBM's and strategic aviation. In the Euro-
pean theaters of military operations conditions are being prepared for
the use of rocket-carrying nuclear submarines, IRBM's, tactical aviation,
naval forces, and large groupings of ground troops. [Editorts Note #44]

In building missile bases in the United States, the American com-
mand strives to reduce their vulnerability by considerable decentraliza-
tion of the launching sites and by putting launching installations under-
"ground. Thus, at all the "Titan" and "Minuteman" bases, the launching
installations are to be underground, while the launching pads at each
base are 15-60 kilometers apart.

The U.S. Command also devotes a great deal of attention to the
perfection and expansion of the network of airbases required by its stra-
tegic aviation. To assure maneuverability of these aircraft, to decrease
their losses, and to increase the safety of the air formations and units,
the airbases are built not only in the continental United States, the
main base area of strategic aviation, but also beyond its confines. SAC
uses more than 80 airbases, most of which (up to 50) are in the continen-
tal United States, with more than 20 in Europe and North Africa. In addi..
tion, the American Command has developed a plan, in the event of a war,
to use large civilian airports throughout the country for bombers.

In the European theaters of military operations, forward bases
are beingljlbuilt for nuclear rocket submarines in Holy Loch (Britain)
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and. Rota (Spain). [Editor's Note #451

The airfield requirements of the unified NATO air forces are cal-
culated from the fact that each base is to house ome squadron. For the
period 1951-1960, more than 220 airfields were built according to NATO
plans 32 • In addit.kon, the command of the unified NATO air forces in-
tends to use the airfields ofthe national air forces of the :NATO member
countries.

With regard to the construction and rebuilding of NATO naval bases
and ports, the U.S. and NATO Command strives to create a system of naval
bases which would guarantee reliable protection for naval communications
in the Atlantic, the Mediterranean and the Pacific area, as well as as-
sure the offensive operations of the naval forces in these naval theaters
and their coordination with the ground troops and tactical aviation in
land theaters of operations.

In the North Atlantic and in the Mediterranean Sea, where in time
of war, according to the NATO Command, the main combat operations of the
fleet will take place, there are more than 100 naval bases and support
points. Admittedly, this quantity (taking into account the utilization
of medium and small ports for dispersion of the fleet) of bases and points
of basing is quite sufficient for support of the basing of the unified
NATO naval forces as well as for the national navies.

The countries of the imperialist coalition have a large number of
well-equipped ports capable of handling the necessary volume of foreign
and domestic cargo in peacetime as well as in wartime. Thus, in the
North Atlantic and in the Mediterranean Sea, where the most important
naval routes are, there are more than 600 ports of which up to 150 have
an average yearly turnover of more than one million tons of cargo.

To assure a stable system of naval bases and ship moorings, taking
into account the possible use of nuclear weapons, a great deal of atten-
tion is devoted to the dispersion of bases for ships and for unloading
(loading) ships. It is intended to use for this purpose the medium and
small ports, some of which have already been appropriately equipped:
dredging operations are being conducted; the access to the ports and the
loading-unloading equipment, mainly the transportable equipment, have
been improved; protected warehouses are being built; and pipelines are
being laid from the docks to the liquid-fuel storage depots and to the
consumer. The extensive use of floating bases is provided to assure suf-
ficient bases for the submarine forces.

In all theaters of military operations, for wartime, extensive
work is being conducted on the organization of reliable communication,
control, and v.arning systems, especially the creation of systems of radio,
radio relay, tropospheric and ionospheric communications, the laying of
subterranean and submarine cables, the construction of communication cen-
ters and command posts, the creation of a system of radar cover, etc. By
early1111967, 111in the European NATO countries, a communications system was
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created which covered more thanll144,000111 kilometers.

Taking into account the increase in the liquid-fuel requirements
of the armed forces, primarily the Air Force, the U.S. and NATO Command
devotes considerable attention to the development of pipelines and the
construction of large storage facilities for fuels and lubricants, espe-
cially in the European theaters of military operations. By early 1111967,111
in accordance with the NATO Coimand plans, up tollg9,000111kilometers of
pipelines were laid in the European countries and storage facilities for
fuels and lubricants were constructed with a total capacity of over 2
million cubic meters. The dense network of commercial pipelines in the
United States considerably facilitates the laying of pipelines to the
most important air bases.

Thus, the U.S. and NATO Command is taking a number of important
measures with respect to the equipment of the probable theaters of mili-
tary operations. Colossal amounts of money are spent on the construction
of bases for ICBM's, air and naval bases, the stockpiling of nuclear 'wea-
pons, organization of communication, control and warning systems, as well
as the laying of pipelines.

THE ECONOMIC PREPARATION FOR WAR

Bourgeois military science devotes particular attention to the
problems of the most effective utilization of economic resources and the
solution of problems connected with the preparation of the economy for
war. [Editor's Note #46] The rapidly developing war economies of the
largest capitalist states exert an ever-increasing influence on all spheres
of capitalist production. Militarization of the economy is inseparably
linked with the general aggressive course of the policy of the imperialist
states, above all the United States of America.

The experience of World War II, and especially its final results,
provided extensive material for the modern military strategy of imperial-
ist countries with regard to strategic planning and mobilization of the
economy for the needs of war.

The military strategy of the main countries of the Anglo-American
coalition is now based on the concept that in a future war they will have
little time for the development of a war industry, particularly for the
organization of mass production of the most important types of weapons.
Because of this, the United States and Britain aftar the war proceeded
with demobilizing and temporarily closing down their military industry
in such a manner as to maximally preserve its strength and assure, if
necessary, the large quantity producation of the basic types of armaments
and military equipment. [Editor's Note #47]

During the postwar period, the principal capitalist countries con-

Iiit:.%nued, without interruption, to improve their war industry by increasing j
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11its capacity, especially to produce modern means of warfare.11

A certain change has taken place in the arrangement and relation
of forces in the imperialist camp, expressed, first of all, by the fact
that the United States is gradually losing its dominant position in vorld
capitalist'production and trade. Her economic and political share is
gradually growing smaller. In 1965, the United States' share of capital-
ist production slightly exceeded 40 percent. In 1948., the USA accounted
for more than 56 percent of the total industrial production of the capi-
talist world. The United States holds now approximately the same place
among the capitalist powers that she occupied before World War IL. How-
ever, the drop in the share of the United States in the capitalist camp
should not be exaggerated. The U.S. continues to remain the chief eco-
nomic, political, and military force in the capitalist system. The im-
perialist groups of the USA, in their plans of struggle for world domi-
nation, can no longer rely on their own economic and military might a-
lone, but must shift the center of gravity to the creation, and strength-
ening, of'military-political alliances and "associations" of capitalist
states.

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization is the main group of imper-
ialist states. Its member nations account for more than four-fifths of
current capitalist industrial production. [Editor's Note #48] The main
strength of the heavy industry of the capitalist world is concentrated
in these countries. They have large fuel and jower, metallurgical, and
chemical industries, as well as highly developed machine building indus-
tries. In them is concentrated 75 percent of the electric energy, and
more than 80 percent of the steel production.

Yet, it should be noted that the majority of NATO countries depends
on the import of many types of alloy metals and crude oil from the devel-
oping countries in the Near East, Far East, Africa, and Latin America.
These countries continue to serve as the source of raw materials for the
principal capitalist powers. Therefore, any change in the political and
economic situation in these areas, and the desires of developing countries
for political and economic independence, arouses hostility among the prin-
cipals of the imperialist bloc, especially among the monopolist corpora-
tions of the United States. In order to retain their positions in the
regions mentioned and to preserve and strengthen acceptable regimes, the
United States employs provocation, conspiracy, blackmail, and the direct
use of armed force. Proof of this is the U.S. aggression in Vietnam and
in the Dominican Republic.

The appearance of new, complex and expensive kinds of weapons and
military equipment has increased tremendously the demands on the economy.
At the present time only countries with a strong economy a universally
developed industry, especially military industry, and a broad scientific
research and engineering foundation can independently develop its armed
forces and equip them with all the necessary modern means of armed con-
flict. These potentials are possessed, in the modern capitalist aorld,
by the United States, Britain, and partly by France and West Germany.
The other countries of the Anglo-American coalition are not capable of
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providing their own armed forces with modern weapons and military equip-

ment. The extent and the nature of the preparation of the economy of

these countries is determined by their economic potentials as well as the

role played by each of them in the coalition.

Since the building of the armed forces and the preparation of the

economy for war are subject to the principle of mutual dependence, the

production of the basic means for strategic defense is concentrated in

the United States and Britain; these countries also produce the main

types of conventional armaments used to equip countries with a poorly de-

veloped war industry. Other industrially developed countries of the co-

alition produce only conventional arms to a limited extent.

During the past five years, France has spent considerable sums for

the development of her nuclear weapons and the means of delivery. A new

and large-scale program in this area has been developed for 1965-70.

The degree to which various countries participate in military pre-

parations may be judged by their share in NATO expenditures. According

to official sources, military expenditures for 1965 amounted to 74.2

billion dollars. This was almost four times as high as in 1949, when

NATO-was created. Four countries accounted for 92.2 percent of all NATO

expenditures: the United States about 70 percent; England , 8.3 percent;

France, 7 percent; and the Federal Republic of Germany, 6.9 percent. The

share of the remaining 11 countries was only 7.8 percent.

The United States government constantly pressures the governments
of the NATO countries to increase their share of expenditures for the

military preparedness of NATO.

The political and military leadership of NATO strives for and is

implementing a series of measures to ensure the complete utilization of
materials and financial resources of all countries of this bloc in their

preparation for war. With this in mind a number of regional alliances
and unions were formed within the bloc to facilitate the utilization of

the economy for the preparation and waging of war. The same aims governed

the development of such unified efforts as the European economic commu-

nity and development, the European coal and steel community, the French-

German-Italian military-industrial alliance, Euratom, as well as the uni-

fication of a number of countries for the production of operational-tac-
tical rocket and aviation equipment. [Editor's Note #49 1 These unions
have been called upon to become the economic foundation of NATO in Europe,

a mechanism for the mobilization of the economic resources for an inten-

sified arms race and the preparation of war against the countries of the

socialist camp. (Editor's Note #501

The most powerful of these means is the European Economic Community

(Common Market) -- a state-mQnopolist association of six European coun-

tries -- members of NATO (Federal Republic of Germany, France, Italy,
Belgium, The Netherlands, and Luxembourg) in which is concentrated more
than 20 percent of the world's capitalist production. The key position

141



in the community is occupied by the Federal Republic of Germany which ac-
counts for about one-half of the community output. Through the Common
Market organization) the monopolist corporations of the Federal Republic
of Germany are striving to acquire access to the production of modern
weapons, among them atomic weapons.

West German revanchist circles are having ever more influence onSthe acceleration of military production and on. the creation, in Western
Europe, of a large combined military-industrial complex for the production
of modern .weapons and military equipment which will be an essential addi-
tion to the already created powerful military-industrial complex of the
Unhled States.

Regional corporations have already been formed in Europe for the
production of missiles (air-to-air and air-to-ground) and jet fighters.
West German monopolies, being the largest, play a major role in these
corporations. American monopolies are also participating extensively in
the organization of these joint ventures.

Imperialistic integration does not eliminate the contradictions
between the capitalist states, but sharpens them. European integration
deepened the contradictions between the countries of the "Common Market"
on the one hand, and England and the United States on the other, and also
between the countries of the "Common Market," themselves. The deep crisis
in every military organization of the North Atlantic Alliance serves as
a clear example of this; it testifies to the presence of deep processes
which are leading to the shattering of the imperialist blocs and groupings.

However, it should be borne in mind that in the current stage of
the rapid fall of the power of world imperialism, the class solidarity of
the monopolist groups pushes them into joint political and economic actions
for the purpose of preserving the capitalist system and mobilizing and
rallying their forces for the struggle against the world socialist system.

The primary organizing force in this process is played by ruling
circles in the USA whose main efforts are directed toward preserving and
strengthening the imperialist blocs and groupings and prevent their dis-
integration.

In the preparation of the economy for war the main attention of the
major countries of the Anglo-American coalition has been devoted in the
past decade to the creation of a large, highly technically developed war
industry capable of producing modern means of strategic attack as well as
other types of arms. The United States and Britain have the most highly
developed war industry, capable of expanding the mass production of arma-
ments within a short time. The other countries of the Anglo-American
bloc are provided with aircraft, rocket, and armored equipment by the
United States and in part by Britain and Canada.

West Germany has considerable resources for producing armaments
hnd military equipment. The West German government is intensifying its
preparations for the expansion of arms production. Industry is presently
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receiving large military orders; production of infantry and artillery
weapons, tanks, armored carriers, jet fighters, trainers, and transport
aircraft is going on, and warships are being built.

The United States expanded- its war industry particularly in the
process of partial mobi'lization during the Korean War.

This plan, realized for the most part by early 1956, provided for
increasing the capacity to produce up to 50,000 military planes if neces-
sary and 35,000 tanks per year. It also provided for further extensive
development of the atomic and military chemical industry, especially in
the production of new types of poisonous substances. I

By .,hat time, more than 400 reserve government military plants
had been put into operation, many new military industries had been built
up, and approximately 1500 private firms were involved in the production
of armaments.

The war-industry plants were radically reconstructed; their equip-
ment was substantially renovated in order to assure the production of all
types of moderni weapons.

In the last decade, the USA has implemented a broad program of
military and economic measures aimed at the preparation of the country
for war. [Editor's Note # 51]

With the adoption of a strategy of flexible response in 1961, the
I principle of balance in the development of armed forces, and their provi-

sion with new weapons and military equipment, gained strength. Planning
the devalopment and manufacture of new weapons is being executed accord-
ing to seven basic programs which anticipate providing weapons to strate-
gic forces, air and anti-missile defense forces, general-purpose forces,
air and sea transport forces, reserve components, and also programs for
scientific research and experimental design projects.

SEmphasis on the principle of balance in the development of armed
forces led to a considerable increase in outlays for new weapons and an
increase in their production.

During a five year period, (Fiscal Years 1962-1966), the United
States spent 289.3 billion dollars for military preparations, 55 billion
dollars more than during the preceding five years. Of the total expendi-
tures, 149.3 billion dollars were spent for weapons and military equip-
ment, almost 40 billion dollars more than during the 1957-1961 period.

During the 1962-1966 period, along with accelerated development of
nuclear missile forces, considerable supplementary means were earmarked
for the production of conventional weapons for general-purpose forces.

The portion of expenditures for new weapons and their provision to
the armed forces is constantly growing in the military budget of the USA.
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In fiscal year 1951 the expenditure for weapons amounted to 7.9 billion
dollars of which 1 billion went for research and development of new wea-
pons systems. Expenditures in 1967 for this purpose are planned to exceed
32.2 billion dollars, of which 13.2 billion dollars will go for research
and development. In the expenditures for research and development, there
is a steady growth in spending for the study of space and the development
of space technology. Spending for this purpose exceeds 7 billion dollars
annually in contrast to 250 milJion dollars in 1958.

The rise in the cost of development, production, and operation of
almost all weapons systems, particularly strategic, confronted military
science and also military strategy with the problem of studying the ef-
fectiveness of expenditures. In order to solve this problem, labelled
"cost-combat effectiveness," the USA enlisted large scientific forces.
Broad studies are being conducted, the goal of which is to obtain greater
military force per unit of money spent. These studies are also directed
toward seeking a scientifically-based optimum relationship between the
individual components of the armed forces, systems, subsystems, and indi-
vidual prototypes of weapons and militaryequLipment with +he aim of more
fully utilizing modern scientific and technical achievements in the in-
terests of armed forces and a more rational distribution of expenditures
in money and material resources.

The high level of miliftary expenditure made it possible during this
period to keep a large war industry in operation and to assure the signi-
ficant production of modern weapons. [ Editor's Note W"52] There are more
than 3 million persons engaged in the USA defense industry. The volume
-)f military orders exceeded 30 billion dollars per year and has a tendency
to continue to rise.

First among the branches of American defense industry is the so-
called aerospace industry, busy wIth the production of aviation, missile,
and space equipment. This branch employs about 1.35 million people, about
as many as were employed during World War II, and the volume of annual
production exceeds 20 billion dollars. It is the largest of' all the
branches of American industry. Key factories of this branch are main-
taincd operational. Apart from these factories, there is a large reserve
of aircraft plants temporarily closed.

The aerospace industry turns out all types of aircraft, strategic
aý- operational-tactical missiles, and space equipment. According to the
American pXess, there are 195,000 people engaged in space technology pro-
duction. The current capacity of the aerospace industry in the United
States fully satisfies the needs of the American Armed Forces and allows
large deliveries of aviation equipment and missiles to other capitalist
countries.

The atomic industry of the USA assures production of both strategic
and operational-tactical nuclear ammunitions. This industry's plants
employ some 120,000 people and the annual volume of production amounts to
about 2.5 billion dollars.
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The armored-vehicle industry has undergone a radical reorganization
since the end of the war. Only portions of this industry are used for
the production of armored equipment. A cohsiderable number of plants re-
main in reserve, ready to commence prodnýtion of armored vehicles in case
of need. The annual production of armored Vehicles amounts t6 about 250-
300 million dollars.

The military-chemical industry of the United Stbtes wss created
during World War II. During the postwar period, the main plants of the
military-chemical industry were reconstructed. Their capabilities to
produce solid and liquid jet fuels continue to iLcrease. At the present
time a great many military-chemical plants are shut down.

The United States has a highly developed ship-building industry.
During World War II the United States raised its annual production of
warships to 3.2 million tons (standard displacement) and its annual pro-
duction of freighters to 12.5 million (register) tons. At present, the

III ship-building industry is in the process of completing a vast program of
• naval vessel construction. [Editor's Note #53 I

The USA program for construction of vessels during recent years
envisaged mainly the development of a fleet strike force: missile-car-
rying nuclear submarines and assault carriers, and also antisubmarine
vessels, frigates, picket ships, and nuclear torpedo submarines. There
is oaso a vast construction program for landing ships.

Expenditures for ship-building exceed 2 billion dollars a year.
[Editor's Note #54] Each year 30-35 new ships are built. At one time,

more than 100 ships are under construction.

This brief survey of the present status of the main branches of
military industry indicates that in the USA a powerful military-indus-
trial complex has already been created which represents a real threat to
the security of nations. The extent of the arms race in the mainstay of
the military imperialist coalition confirms the aggressive plans for the
preparation of a new vorld war.

Leading circles in the USA make extensive use of their military-
industrial complex for supporting the aggressive war in Vietnam. The
production of armaments is being increased and reserve defense plants
are being activated. All measures in this area are aimed at expanding
this aggressive war.

The U.S. Congress has already appropriated 23 billion dollars for
the war in Vietnam. An increase in appropriations for the same purpose
is contemplated. Total military expenditures by the USA in Fiscal Year
1967 will exceed 66 billion dollars.

The Secretary of Defense of the USA declared in this connection
in Fcbruary, 1966, before the U.S. Congress that the USA should immedi-
ately step up or resume the production of armaments as they are expended
in military operations in order to constantly maintain the desired level
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I of strategic mobilized: reserve of armaments which would be indes~pnsible
I-Iin the event of an all-out war.

British political and military leaders, in preparing their economy
for war, start with the premise that Britain's economic potential does
not make it possible to satisfy completely the requirements of modern
war, even though their official opinions include the necessity for total
mobilization of the economy. In the organization of the armed forces,
as weil as in the preparation of the economy for war, the British govern-
ment counts on the fact that it will enter a war only as a member of a
coalition in which the decisive part will be played by the United States
with its vast economic and military might.

With respect to industrial production, Britain occupies third place
in world-wide capitalist production, second only to the United States and

West Germany.

The military-economic potential of Britain is determined by its
broad economic base. The majority of the productive forces is concentrated
in industry; agriculture is carried out on a small scale and satisfies only
about one-half the agricultural requirements of the country. The country
has practically no natural supplies of basic raw materials, except for
iron ore and coal.

These facts indicate the tremendous dependence of the British eco-
nomy on the world capitalist market; this market is indispensable for the
export of its industrial production and for providing the country with
raw materials and foodstuffs.

In the postwar development of the military industry, the main atten-
tion was devoted to the creation of the atomic industry, to further :Un-
provements of the aircraft industry and the reconstruction of the armored-
weapons industry, and to maintaining the ship-building industry at a high
level. [Editor's Note # 55]

England has a huge aircraft industry, the second largest in the
capitalistic world. This branch of industry has a large number of fac-
tories and employs some 200,000 people. This aircraft industry can manu-
facture all types of modern aircraft. Yet, the high cost of developing
new aircraft, the limited national resources, and the inability of English
industry to compete with American industry forced English rulers to pur-
chase aviation equipment in the USA. An agreement has already been nade
to purchase from the USA fighter aircraft worth several hundred millions
of pounds sterling.

A relatively weak link in the British military industry is the pro-
duction of rocket weapons. In Britain only antiaircraft missiles and air-
to-air missiles are series-produced. [Editor's Note #56] Medium-range

HI missiles for her four missile-carrying nuclear submarines under construc-
tion will also be -Lrchased from the United States.
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England has been stock-piling nuclear weapons since 1954 and thermo- j
nuclear weapons since 1957. Yet, it should be noted that the capacity of
English atomic industry is many times smaller than that of America.

The armored vehicle and artillery industry is much weaker than-
that of America. There are a few state or privately-owned plants in these
branches of industry. Pans are being made to convert privately-owned
plants for manufacturing these types of armaments in time of war.

England has a large number of ship-building and ship-repair facil-
ities with an annual building capacity of 500,000 tons of standard-dis-
placement naval vessels and over one million registered tons of merchant
vessels.

Therefore, England has a rather large defense industry, capable
of producing the basic means of strategic attack and many other types of
armaments. The ever-increasing dependence of England on the deliveries
of armaments from the USA has manifested itself in recent years.

The postwar French military industry was called upon to supply the
needs for colonial wars. To do so, a high potential for production of
conventional arms was maintained. An expansion of the production of mod-
ern weapons was constantly limited by lack of finances. The reequip-

ment of the French armed forces was begun only in 1960, after the adop-
tion of a five-year plan (1960-1964) for the technical reequipment of
the armed forces and for the creation of "nuclear striking forces."
[Editor's Note #57]

'This program is basically completed. Expenditures amounted to

over 32 billiou francs. The first five-year program envisaged the crea-
tion of a number of nuclear bombs and delivery planes. At the same
time, a program wcas initiated to reequip the armed forces on a limited
scale with conventional types of weapons and military equipment.

In December, 1964, -a new six-year program was initiated to con-
tinue the build-up of French forces during 1965-1970. In this program,
some 80 billion francs have been ear-marked for reequiping the armed
forces. Of this sum, more than 27 billion francs are marked for expen-
ditures on the formation of a so-called nuclear strike force.

The French military industry is being modernized. It is creating
its own atomic industry. The aviation industry is the largest and most
developed industry. About 100,000 men work in its factories. Rocket
weapons are produced primarily by aircraft companies. The greatest suc-
cesses have been achieved by the French on the production of guided anti-
tank missiles, many of which are supplied to other IMUA0 countries. A
medium-range missile is under development.

The tank industry is represented by several tank plants, producing
light tanks and medium tanks. The ship-building industry of France em-
ploys approximately 40,000 people; the capacity of the industry is esti-
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mated at 800,000 registered tons. Approximately one-half this capacity
can be utilized for military ship-building.

The French governing circles strive for independence in the devel-
opment and use of their aimed forces; they are attempting to rid them-
selvws of domination by the United States in this sphere. Evidence of
this is France's departure from NATO;, this also indicates increased eco-
nomic strenbth and the ability to channel more of their resources to re-
equipping their armed forces with new weapons and military equipment.

The economic potential of West Germany with regard to the require-
ments of modern war is second only to that of the United States. By, 1961,
West Germany had reached the industrial production of prewar Germany, an&
by 1965 had significantly exceeded this level to take first place among
the capitalist countries of Europe. Compared with 1950, the industrial
production of West Germany has increased almost 3 times. It has created
an economic base for the development of military production, a base which
is the most powerful among European capitalist countries.

In May, 1955, West Germany joined the aggressive North Atlantic
bloc, which assured broad participation of West German capital in the
arms race and in the preparation for a new war. From 1955 through 1965,
moive than 160 billion marks was allotted to military preparedness.

In executing this policy, they receive ever-increasing support
from the governing circles in the United States. Between the governing
circles of the United States and the Federal Republic of Germany, a sort
of bilateral military-political alliance is being formed, an alliance
which is one of the most dangerous determinants in the cause of peace,

The absence of locally-developed models of modern arms forced the

West German government, during the initial phase of development of the
Bundeswehr, to purchase arms from abroad. The Federal Republic of Ger-
many has spent 18.7 billion marks abroad over the past five years for the
purchase of arms. Over three-quarters of this amount was spent on the
purchase of arms and military equipment from the USA. [Editor's Note -7I'58]

Concurrent with the purchase of weapons from abroad, measures
were adopted to develop the production of arms inside Germany. The best
foreign models of new weapons were selected for production with a simul-
taneous development of domestic models.

Maximum emphasis is on development in the aviation industry. This
branch has been granted large appropriations and privileges. [Editor's
Note #59 1 Having gained experience in the production of modern aviation
equipment, West German factories commenced production of fighters as early
as 1961. Missile production is in progress (air-to-air and antitank).
Mass production of medium tanks has commenced. Artillery and infantry
equipment are being produced. A large-scale program of ship-building is
coming into effect.
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Nurturing revenge plans and striving to acquire its own nuclear
weapons, the Federal Republic of Germany has already created a scientific
research base for an atomic industry. At present, about 260 German firms
are p6rticipating in atomic energy research.

Experimental and power reactors are being built. Three large

atomic power stations are being constructed.

The Federal Republi& of Germany purchases uranium fuel, including
enriched Uranium 235 for her nuclear reactors, mainly from the USA. All
in all, from 1956 until 1965i the Federal Republic of Germany spent about
3.4 billion marks for studies in the field of nuclear energy.

Consequently, the modern status of defense production in the Federal
Republic of Germany will permit the development, during the coming years,
of a mass output of many types of modern arms. West Germany will have at
her disposal the largest defense industry among all of the European coun-
tries. Because of this, the peace-loving nations of Europe see in West
Germany a potential aggressor and are resolutely against the territorial
claims of West German revenge seekers. [Editor's Note #601

The revolution in military affairs, the destructive character of
nuclear rocket war, introduced a number of new problems related to the
use of human and material resources in the course of preparation for war,
and in the course of the war proper, especially at its inception. In-
commensurate growth, in comparison with World War II, of the strategic
vulnerability of the economy presented military science with a number of
new problems dealing with the solution of the economic support of the war..
Among these is the study of the problem of effectiveness of measures and
expenditures, both in money and material resources, in equipping armed
forces with modern weapons systems while observing overall the principle
of balanced development of the separate services of the armed forces and
the branches of service.

During the past five years, the USA has conducted a broad study in
L this area, the primary aim of which was to make an overall evaluation of

all plans and programs for the development of the armed forces and the
supply of arms and military hardware. Studies are made to determine the
adequacy of these plans and programs in satisfying military and political
objectives set before the armed forces in the light of the strategy of
flexible response, which anticipate constant readiness of the armed forces
for the conduct of one or two local wars in various regions of the globe,
with or without the use of nuclear weapons. As a rule, under these con-
ditions mobilization of the economy is not anticipated. The current level
of defense production should be adequate for the conduct of such wars.
At the same time the armed forces must be ready for all-out nuclear war.

Great emphasis, especially in the USA, is placed on the creation
and proper distribution of materiel reserves throughout the country, es-
pecially of strategic raw materials, foodstuffs, and medication, adequate
to sustain the population and the economy for restoration of production
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and its distribution and for normal operation during the course of the
war.

The USA began to create reserves of strategic raw materials imme-
diately after the Second World War. Calculated- for a demand of a 3 year
war period, the creation of reserves was basically completed, however,
the level of reserves was planned for war with conventional weapons. At
the present time, an attempt is being made to determine the requirements
under conditions of a nuclear missile war.

Strategic reserves of raw materials and foodstuffs vere also cre-
ated to a lesser extent in England and in other West European capitalist
countries.

Americanillmilitaryjllstrategy for a long time was based on the
assumption that the United States will be the main and relatively invul-
nerable base destined to supply the arms and military equipment require-
ments of other capitalist countries. The loss of strategic invulnera-
bility by the USA has forced the U.S. political and military leaders to
review their views on the preparation of the economy for war and to re-
nounce the classic formula of the development of the military industry
during the war itself. In accordance with this formula, the capabilities
of the military industry are held in reserve and activated with the
beginning of military actions. J Editor' s Note rL 611

These views were reexamined, keeping in mind that the military
industry might suffer a substantial loss from the nuclear weapons of the
enemy during the initial and most crucial period of the war; this may
seriously affect the provision of the armed forces with the most impor-
tant weapons system: nuclear, rocket, and strategic bombers and air-
defense weapons. Because of this it was decided to prepare the industry
in such a manner as to assure continuous production of the above weapons
systems and increase their production, even under wartime conditions which
would be most adverse for the United States. In order to do so, plants
must be kept in operating condition even in peacetime, and be prepared
to convert to mass production of the most important weapons within two
or three months. It is proposed that production be organized in such a
manner as to make it possible to produce weapons even under conditions
of disrupted communications in the country and lack of additional labor
force and industrial equipment. Provisions ar3 made for at least twice
duplicating the production of various types of armaments and equipment.
[Editor's Note # 62]

During the past five years, broad studies in the USA have been di-
rected toward establishing scientifically-based relationships between arms
supplies and materiel resource levels and the volume of production, pro-
ceeding with the intention of securing an increased combat readiness of
the armed forces.

The character of a possible nuclear rocket war renewed the ques-
tion of an overall evaluation of manpower and material resources at the
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disposal of the country at the beginning of a war. The USA, aided by
modern mathematical methods and computers, is developing a pattern for
the war economy of the country. A special center for the evaluation of
the country's resources has been set up for the purpose of facilitating
mobilization of resources.

The American press reports that a pattern has been developed for
managing the economy and for its restoration following the first nuclear
strike. The pattern identified as PARM (Program Analysis for Resource
Management) will incorporate an estimate of key resources and activities.

Great importance is attached to estimation of the magnitude of ex-
pected damage to the country, damage inflicted on the population and the
economy during the beginning period of war, as well as the development of
military and nonmilitary measures to limit this damage. Broad military
and economic studies have been conducted in this area during recent years
in the USA, both in individual branches of the economy as well as the
economy in its entirety.

In the solution of the problems enumerated, an important role has
been assigned to military strategy, which is charged with the responsibil-
ity for an overall study of the military aspects of the problems outlined
and with the formulation of recommendations on the political, military,
and economic guidance fbr the country, indispensable in preparing the
economy and the country as a whole for the event of war.

In studying these problems and in developing the necessary recom-
mendations, military strategy utilizes data based on the natural sciences,
technology, economics, and the social sciences. The preparation of the
country for war affects all aspects of life of the society: production,
distribution, services, and social relations.

The new principles of preparing the econoimy for war, in the opin-
ion of Americans, have a mission to assure a significant increase in the
mobilization preparedness of the main branches of the defense industry
and the economy as a whole.

The military strategy of imperialist countries was developed under
the infhuence of objective and subjective factors of a political, econo-
mic, and purely military nature.

However, the inability of bourgeois military thought, because of
its class limitation, to understand fully and evaluate completely these
factors often led to major miscalculations. At the same time, it would
be incorrect to assume that the modern bourgeois military concept is ccm-
pletely incapable of scientific investigations in the military field,
including the field of military strategy. The vast scientific and tech-
nical progress taking place in the main capitalist countries facilitates
quite greatly the development of military strategy in accordance with
the changing conditions of war. [ Editor's Note #63]
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The development of the military strategy of the U.S. and NATO is
influenced primarily by the balance of strategic power between the West
and the East. Within the relatively short postwar period, little more
than 20 years, the military strategy of the U.S. and NATO changed twice:
in 1953 and in 1961. [Editor's Note #64]

In the opinion of U.S. political and military leaders the main
problem of today's military strategy is the proper selection of the appro-
priate weapons systems for the next 10"15 years or more. -At the same
time, one of its functions is still the determination of the most ration-
al distribution of forces throughout the world, selection of the direction
of the main blow (determination of the most suitable objectives for de-
struction by strategic means), the evaluation of the significance of stra-
tegic surprise, which can be achieved by starting a preventive war, the
delivery of the first or pre-emptive strike, the time factor, assurance
of the invulnerability of their own strategic forces, etc.

However, in this missile and space age, when the vigorous develop-
ment of science and technology constantly exerts an enormous influence
on military matters, selection of the most effective and economically
most advantageous weapons systems which correspond best to modern strategy
is, in the opinion of the U.S. command, the basic and most difficult task.
This difficulty is due to the exceptional technical complexity of modern
weapons, the long development periods, and the large expenses connected
with their creation and production. Therefore, the best types of weapons
cannot be acquired immediately in their final form; they must be created
gradually on the basis of selection. It is believed that this problem
can be solved by directing scientific and technical development and not
by being dependent on it.

In the light of this evaluation of the importance of a proper se-
lection of the necessary weapons systems it is admitted that military
strategy must strive for the most rational utilization of budgets and
resources for the accomplishment of the military aims of the country (co-
alition), while the appropriate military decisions must, consequently, be
made only after an economic analysis of the various alternatives. To
increase the military potential of a country (coalition) it is necessary
to possess ,a powerful economy for a long time, since it 1s the latter that
bears all the burden of the unprecedented arms race. Therefore, all ac-
tions which decrease the economic potential of a country and lower its
effectiveness thus lower the military potential since the latter, in the
final analysis, depends on the state of the economy. [Editor's Note #65]

The ever-increasing relation between modern military strategy and
the technical-economical and social-political aspects of the activity of
a country (coalition) inevitably leads to a decrease in the role and im-
portance of the purely military functions of strategy inherent in it in
the past. These conditions cast doubt on the possibility of the solution
of military and strategic problems by military specialists alone. It is
believed that these specialists, because of their "professional limita-
tions," are no longer capable of grasping and evaluating the multitude of
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technical-economical andý social-political factors which exert a vast in-

fluence on modern military strategy.

This problem, in the opinion of U.S. leaders, can be solved only
through the concerted efforts of civilian scientists of the different
branches of science and the efforts of the most able representatives of
the armed forces. It is, therefore, not surprising that in the United
States all the main problems of military policy and strategy are being
worked on by civilian scientists with the necessary aid -and consultation
of the appropriate military agencies. These scientists are, for the
most part, members of research organizations founded soon after the end
-of World War II under the headquarters of the services of the armed forces,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Secretary of Defense; there are sever-
al hundred prominent scientists from various branches of science in each
category. The basic problem of these organizations is the perspective
evaluation and selection of weapons systems to meet the requirements. of
modern military strategy. Consequently, the scientists not only create
weapons and military equipment butll ralso take an active part I in working
out problems of foreign and military policy and strategy.

In accordance with the above military strategy of the United States
and NATO, there has been vast preparation of the imperialist camp, pri-
marily the United States, for various wars against the countries of the
socialist camp, primarily for a general nuclear war. Since such a war
would entail the tremendous danger of mutual annihilation, the American
aggressors exert all effort to assure victory in the event of the unleash-
ing of a war, with the least losses and destruction. They see the possi-
bility of such an outcome of a war and in achieving surprise in the crea-
tion of strong and the most combat-ready armed forces which technically
[Editor's Note #66 ] would be considerably superior to the armed forc•^
of the enemy.

However, the American aggressors are forced to reckon with the
might of the Armed Forces of the Soviet Union Illand other countries of
the Warsaw Pact Illand the persistent demands of the peoples of the world
who protest against nuclear war and actively support thg proposals for
the prohibition of nuclear weapons, for general and total disarmament,
andillcreating a sure system of international securityoJ11
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EDITOR'S NOTE ON CHAPTER III

This chapter, "The Development of Soviet Military Strategy (1917-1945),"
is historical in content and, with certain exceptions., is much the same as
in previous editions. A paragraph criticizing Stalin, which had been added
to the second edition, was dropped. The paragraph read;

"The cult of Stalin had a very harmful influence on the develop-
ment of Soviet strategic thought in the prewar period. The intolerable
arbitrariness and dictate in the resolution of theoretical questions
which had set in, acted as a brake on the development of military
thought and lowered the level and the scope of military scientific
research. Creative investigation of problems of military theory was
replaced by a dogmatic repetition of statements made by Stalin."

Longer passages giving more criticism of Stalin, which had appeared in
both the first and second editions, also were omitted. Except for the change
in regard to Stalin, the basic content of the chapter is the same. Remaining
in the third edi.tion are many objective criticisms of Soviet handling of
World War II.

In lieu of blaming Stalin, one section has been added to justify Soviet
unpreparedness-at the beginning of the invasion of 1941. "Billions of dol-
lars" were .put into the German economy between World War I and World War II
to "develop her military and economic potential." These "billions of dollars,"
according to the Soviets, were supplied by the United States and England.

Chapter three, while presenting some aspects of strategy which can be
deduced from purely factual data of earlier wars, faiis entirely to show the
DEVELOPMENT of Soviet military strategy, as the title indicates. This serious
omission is regrettable, yet understandable when the following redently
published account is take? into consideration. This appeared in the Soviet
MAUUaly Hstodq Jou4nat:

"In 1935 at the Frunze Military Academy, a military history depart-
ment was formed. According to the department head, a 32-hour course
of lectures was envisaged on the theory of strategy. The Deputy Com-
mandant, in looking over the program, asked: 'What is this strategy
course? Strategy is Comrade Stalin's personal occupation and it isn't
any of our business.' The Commandant at the time was Marshal B. M.
Shaposhnikov, one of the Soviet Union's most brilliant staff officers
and he did not agree with his deputy. Shaposhnikov told the depart-
ment head that the question of reading lectures on strategy had the
approval of the Political Administration of the Red Army. There would
be a course of lectures on strategy and his job was to prepare them.
The lectures were prepared but they were never read. The department
lasted one year and then was included in the newly formed Academy of
the General Staff which did not have a course of lectures on strategy.

1 MaitWvy His.tory Jowmnat, #6, 1967.
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"Attempts were also made to advocate a course of strategy at the
Academy of the General Staff. But according to the former Head of the
Department on Operational Art, the least hint for tfe need to have some
sort of course on. strategy as a basis for operational art met with
objections higher up. When this question was raised at an open meeting,
the Chief of the General Staff. at that time Marshal Yegorov., asked the
representative of the Academy with some irritation: 'And what strategy
will you studg? The plan of war? Strategic deployment? The waging
of war? No one will permit you to do this because it is the business
of the General Staff.' Of course no one was trying to encroach on the
prerogatives of the General Staff. writes our informant. in the area of
the actual work of planning and conducting war. The point here was
merely one of researching questions of the theory of strategy. One
merely has to note that the most talented theorists of strategy in the
"Soviet Union, M. N. Tukhachevsky, A. A. Svechin himself, R. P. Eideman,
and N. E. Varfolomeyev were victims of the purges of the late thirties.
Their works were not only placed in doubt but considered harmful. Quite
naturally such an atmosphere brought a complete halt to the development
of strategic theory."
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CHAP•ER IIl

THE DEVELOPMENT OF SOVIET MILITARY STRATEGY

(1917 - 1945)

SOVIET MILITARY, STRATEGY DURING THE CIVIL WAR AND
THE FOREIGN MILITARY ITTERVENTION

(1917 - 1922)

Soviet military -trategy was born and developed in conjunction
with the Armed Forces _d the Soviet Union. The theoretical basis of So-
viet military strategy, as well as of Soviet military science as a whole,
is the Marxist-Leninist teaching on war and armies.

The great works of V. I. Lenin devoted to the political struggle
of the working class, armed uprising, and proletarian revolution, devel-
oped the most important concepts of Soviet military science and Soviet
military strategy.

lenin defined the nature of wars in the era of imperialism, showed
the historical conditions and causes of their springing up, exposed the
tendencies in the development of military matters end made a profound
scientific analysis of the state of military matters in Russia early in
the 20th Century.

In developing and defining concretely the concepts of the Marxist
theory of armed conflict, Lenin developed the doctrine of just and unjust
wars and of the change of an imperialist war into a civil war, into a war
of the workers against the exploiters, by thus armed the working class
and its vanguard, the Communist party, with a clear program of action in
the struggle for the liberation of the working people from capitalist slavery.

Thus, to lenin belongs the great credit in the development of the
Marxist military theory. The military theoretical views of Lenin are
the foundation of the military theory of the Soviet government.

Soviet military strategy absorbed the most important concepts of_
the political strategy of the Communist Party and the experience of' the
armed conflict of the working class.

"The political question," wrote lenin, "now closely approaches the
military question.. .The problem of politics is also the military problem:
the organization of the headquarters, concentration of material forces,
the provision of the lI soldier with everything necessary...:"j [11], This
is the fundamental reason why the most important concepts of political.
strategy of the Communist Party -- those dealing with the significance
of the proper choice of the direction of the main blow, of creating su-
periority of forces and means in the direction of this blow, of the changes
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in form and methods of conflict depending on the situation, of the depen-
dence of the organizational forms of the troops on the methods of warfare,
of the significance of strategic reserves, and of the strategic. leader-
ship of the struggle -- are the foundations of Soviet military strategy.

In following Lenin's instructions concerning the need for knowing
the fundamental laws of any war, Soviet military strategy also utilized
the experience of past wars, especially the wars in the era of imperial-
ism, as well as the most important theoretical concepts of bourgeois mil-
itary science in the realm of strategy.

At t!A,~ same time, the process of the formation and development of
Soviet military science and consequently also of military strategy pro-
ceeded on a new basis. Despite the fact that Soviet military strategy
utilized basically the sawre means and methods of warfare for the conduct
of war as those used by the old regime, it had a number of its own pecu-
liar characteristics when used as the strategy of a socialist state in
the very first years of its existence.

Some of tht most important characteristics of Soviet military
strategy during the Civil War were its clarity of purpose and decisive-
ness determined by the class nature of the war and the nature of its
political aims.

Both war, as a whole, and military strategy bear the imprint of
class interests, the politics of uhich are reflected in a given war; the
intensity of the political cortradictions of the opposing sides exerts
a direct influence on the decisiveness of the strategic aims of the war.

The political aim of the Civil War on the part of the working
classes of the Soviet Republic, the total destruction of the interven-
tionists and White Guardists, required a very active and decisive strat-
egy. Only by bold decisive actions could victory be achieved, and thus
conditions for the peaceful building of socialism be created.

The dec;.siveness of strategic aims and the drive to accomplish
them within the shortest possible time permeated the whole activity of
the Soviet Armed Forces during the Civil War. These aims formed the
groundwork for the operational-strategic plans of all the most important
operations of the Red Army against Kolcbak, Deniktn, the White Poles,
and Wrangel.

1h planning an operation on one of the fronts, strategy was not
aimed at limited objectives, but at total destruction of the enemy in a
given direction and the capture of all territory occupied by him.

Thus, strategy had an unmistakably decisive nature, since there
could be no talk whatsoever of coming to terms with the class enemy.

Strict calculation of the economic, political, and moral factors
and of the relationship of forces is an important feature of Soviet mili-
tary strategy and is one of its strongest aspects compared with the strategy
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of the interventionists and. the- White Guardists.

Noting the importance and the need for a close survey of the mili-
tary-political situation and the relationship of forces, lenin wrote:
"t"We need not be tied down to any one strategic maneuver. Everything de-
pends on tbe relationship of forces..." [ 2]

The Soviet Republic was in a fiery ring of fronts. The enemy,
having superior forces and equipment, pressed against it from all sides
and advanced toward the vital centers of the country. At the same time,
limited manpower and material capabilities did not allow the Red Army to
conduct simultaneously and. with equal intensity brdad offensive operations
with decisive aims on several fronts.

Therefore, the isolation of a decisive front from a multitude of
the then-existing fronts was one of the most important problems of mili-
tary strategy.

The Central Committee of the Party headed by V. I. Lenin, on the
basis of a deep scientific understanding of the interrelation of politics
and military strategy and of a strict accounting of the relationship of
forces, solved this problem successfully throughout the entire Civil War.

During the Civil War, as io well known, the role and significance
of the individual fronts changed with a change in the general military-
political situation.

Thus, in the summer and in the first half of the fall of 1918, of
the then-existing Eastern, Southern Caspian-Caucasian, and Northern Fronts,
and the Western Defense Area, the Eastern Front was recognized as the
most important front of the Republic. By the end of 1918, the Southern
Front became the most important front of the Republic, by the spring of
1919 the Eastern Front was again the most important, by the middle of the
summer of 1919 the Southern Front again had become the most important, etc.

Thus, the Red Army, depending on the military and political situ-
ation, directed its main efforts against the enemy first in one strategic
direction, then in another, concentrating the main mass of its troops in
these directions.

These combat operations were conducted not only to destroy the man-
power of the enemy but simultaneously to attain sources of raw materials,
bread, and fuel, without which the country could not exist.

Therefore, during the Civil War, together with the destruction of
the armed forces of the White Guardists and the interventionists, the
most important aim of strategic operations was also the solution of eco-
nomic problems.

After defining and successfully solving the main stategic problem,
i.e., recognition of the main danger and ,sel&ction of the direction of
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the main blow, the next important characteristic of Soviet military strat-
egy was the decisive concentration of forces and weapons in the selected
direction of the main thrust.

"To have an overwhelming advantage of forces at the decisive mo-
ment at the decisive point -- that is the 'law' of military successes..."
wrote V. t. Lenin [3].

With the oveji-all lack of forces and weapons characteristic of the
Civil War, the solui'ion of this problem involved great difficulties and
was accomplished by'~successive concentration of forces on the decisive
front at the expense of seriously weakening the other fronts.

This created conditions for the fulfillment of the main strategic
-aim presented-by politics. In the history of the-Civil War, there, are
known cases when, in the interest of strengthening the main front or de-
ciding the main strategic problem, other fronts were weakened to such an
extent that our troops were forced to retreat or even suffer temporary
defeat.o

This was the case, for example, with the Eastern Front by the end
of 1918 and early 1919, when the concentration of the main forces on the
Southern Front caused an excessive weakening of the Eastern Front.

The principle of mass concentration of forces and weapons in the
direction of the main blows was widely applied in frontal sectors. This
.principle of Soviet military strategy was strictly observed in the execu-
tion of major offensive operations. For example, in the direction of the
main thrust of the Southern Group, .j commanded by M. V. Frunze, jI of the
Eastern Front there were concentrated, on a 200-220 kilometer sector,
49,000 infantry and cavalry with 152 artillery pieces, while on the re-
maining sectors of the Southern Group, extending some 700 kilometers, there
were only 22,500 infantry and cavalry with 70 artillery pieces. During
the July offensive on the Western Front ilcommanded by M. N. TukhachevskyII
in 1920 there were concentrated in the direction of the main thrust along
a 120 Ion sector three armies and one cavalry corps totalling 60,000 men,
vhile on the auxilia'y sector of some 300 kilometers there was only one
army and a small operational group.

However, in individual operations of the Civil War, the principle
of mass concentration of forces in the direction of the main thrust was
not always observed, which often impaired the success of the operation.
This was the case, for example, during the August offensive in 1919 by
the troops of the Southern Front and the May offensive in 1920 by the
troops of the Western Front.

Soviet military strategy during the Civil War was also character-
ized by a variety of types and forms of armed conflict. Following the
dictum of Lenin that the methods of the struggle against the enemy must
be changed with changing conditions, the Soviet military leaders exhibited
exceptional flexibility in their selection of methods of warfare to fit
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the circumstances.

Together with the offense, which was the main and the most impor-
tant type of military operation during the Civil War, defense -and retreat
were also used. Ii Forced Ildefense and retreat were followed by a counter-
attack or a, general offensive on one or two fronts.

The offensive operations of the Red Army were conducted with the
decisive aims of totally defeating the enemy and in a number of cases
were condicted to a great depth without any operational pauses. The major
offensive operations, as a rule, consisted of a series of successive oper-
ations, unified by an over-all strategic effort in a given direction;
each of the operations was as a link in the chain, lea&dng to accomplish-
ment of the final aim of the entire operation.

On the broad and mobile fronts of the Civil War, the enemy, after
the first defeats, could withdraw his troops and reorganize a defense or
even offense. It was only by repeated blows, only by continuous and suc-
cessive operations that the total destruction of the enemy was accomplished.
The combination of the uninterrupted offensive operations and relentless
pursuit was a characteristic feature of the offensive operations of the
Civil War.

Thus, the offensive operations of the troops of the Eastern and
Southern Fronts against the armies of Kolchak aid Denikin included a num-
ber of successive operations unified by a single aim. During the period
of the offensive from the Volga to the Urals (April-July 1919), the
Buguruslan, Belebey, Ufa, Zlatoust and Chelyabinsk operations were under-
taken for a total penetration of up to 900-1000 kilometers; from August
to November, the first Tobol'sk, Petropavlovsk and Onsk operations were
undertaken. From November 20, 1919, to March 8, 1920, the troor- -
Eastern Front pursued Kolchak's armies from 0msk to Irkutsk, ie /, t(, a
depth of 2500-2800 kilometers.

'The strategic offensive operations of ihe arm4-s of the Southern
Front aimed at the destruction of Denikin's forcu- -tj6 consisted of a
number of successive operations unified by a coirac kim: the Orel-Kromy,
Voronezh-Kastornoye, Iaar'kov, Donbas, and Rost.o ..- erations.

The major strategic offensive operations of the Red Army in most
cases were conducted on a wide front, but the main blows, as a rule, were
delivered on narrow sectors, comprising some 25-28 percent or the total
front length.

The strategic offensive operations, as a rule, were conducted by
the forces of a single front, acting in the given strategic direction and
consisting of two to six armies of two to five divisions each. In some
operations (against Denikin in the fall of 1919, and against the White
Poles in 1920), the offensive was carried out by the forces of two fronts.

The operations of the Civil War substantially differed from the
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operations in World War I and were characterized by their greater scopc.

The data on the scope of certain strategic operaticns are given in
Table 3.

The table shows that the operations of the Red Army during the Civil
Wa= were continuous and extended to great depth; they were also of long
duration (some of them lasted for several months).

The attainment of the decisive aims of offensive operations required
Sthat the strategy be extraordinarily flexible in the creation of groups

and the utilization of the available forces and weapons. Therefore, dur-
ing the Civil War, up to 75 percent of the entire strength of the Red Army
was subjected to strategic transfer from one front to another; some divi-
sions were transferred from one front to another as many as five times.

Under conditions of mobile war and limited quantities of forces and
weapons, defense vas of Ereat importance. It is well known that if offen-
sive operations were conducted on the main front where the main forces
and weapons were concentrated, then primarily defensive operations were
carried out on the other fronts, and in some directions the Red Army was
even forced to retreat. Thus, during the active offensive operations of
the troops of the Eastern Front against Kolchak, the troops of the Southern
Front were forced to abandon the Donbas and withdraw to the central re-
gions of the country, while the troops on the Western Front conducted
strenuous defensive operations in the direction of Petrograd.

In the fall of 1919, when the battle with Denikin's armies on the
Southern Front entered the decisive phase, the forces of the Eastern Front,
under the pressure of superior enemy forces, retreated to the Tobol River
while the forces on the Western Front again resumed the stubborn defense
in the direction of Petrograd.

Defense and offense were combined even on the same front when an
unfavorable relationship of forces was established. An example of this
is the military action on the Eastern Front in the spring of 1919 when,
together with the counterattack on the central frontal sector, both flanks
were engaged in stubborn defensive battles.

The defensive operations of the Red Army during the Civil War were
clearly of an active nature and were accompanied by decisive counterattacks
to the flanks and rear of the enemy. They were intended to exhaust and
bleed the enemy white, to eliminate his maneuverability, and to prepare
conditions for a counterattack. An example of such operations is the de-
fense of Tsaritsyn in the summer and fall of 1918, and also of Petrograd
in the su.nmer and fall of 1919.

Soviet military strategy during the Civil War acquired valuable
military experience in the organization of cooperation between fronts and
army groups. Thus, in defeating Kolchak's army, cooperation was organized
between the Southern and the Northern Groups of the Eastern Front; during
the struggle with Denikin, cooperation was organized between the Southern
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TABLES

The Exten~t oA 'the-lqost -Iffiofint gt-ýaeicat OperAtions of
'the, Red Army iDuring :•ie -Civi-- -,a

Forces and, Width of ýot of Duriion. of Average rate
weapons of fensive .offensive .operi-n of advance

Operation participating in km. in km. ih-days per day
Diviions, Infantry in km.

and'
Cavalry

Counterattack of
Southern Group of
Eastern Front:

on the entire 73,500 up to up to March 28, 7-8
front i000 400 1919-June

19, 1919
in the direction (53 days)
of main thrust approx. 200-

6 49,000 220
Offensive of
Southern Front
against Denikin:

on the entire 20/5* 95,000 1400 150- Oct. 10, 8-10
front 900 1919-Jan.10,

1920 (92
in the active days)
sector 13/5 70,000 600

Oifensive of
Western Front
against WhitePoles:

on the entire 20/2 89,000 500 700- July 4, 16-18
front 750 1920-August 15,

1920 (43 days)
in the direction
of main thrust 13/2 60,000 140

* The first figure gives the number of infantry divisions, the second gives the
number of cavalry divisions.
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and the Southeastern (Caucasian) Fronts.

However, there were instances in the history of the Civil War when
the cooperation between fronts was disrupted. It is known that the dis-
ruption of the cooperation cE the Western and Southwestern Fronts in 1920
was one of the reasons for the unsuccessful outcome of the Warsaw opera-
tion.

In the operations of the Red Army during the Civil War, different
forms of operational-strategic maneuvers were used. Vast use was made of
such forms of maneuvers as the wide envelopment and the close envelopment
of the enemy by rapid flanking attacks. combined with deep penetration by
the cavalry into the enemy rear. Flanking attacks were widely used by our
troops in the destruction of the armies of Kolchak, Denikin and Wrangel.

In the counterattack on the Southwestern Front against the White
Poles, the double enveloping attack was used, with simultaneous penetra-
tion of the cavalry army to the rear of the enemy, which led to the en-
circlement of a large enemy grouping in the Kiev region.

Together with flanking attacks and deep penetration, the Red Army
used operational-strategic maneuvers such as the deep cleaving attack,
first used in the fall of 1919 in the defeat of Denikin t s armies.

Soviet strategy also succeeded in solving the problem of break-
through of the enemy front throughout its entire depth under the specific
conditions of the Civil War. This problem was solved by massed use of
cavalry organized into cavalry armies.

Cavalry armies supported by artillery, armor, infantry, and avia-
tion were used to deliver strong attacks to the enemy rear and for combat
with his operational reserves.

Thus, during the Civil War, in accordance with the situation, var-
ious forms of operational-strategic maneuver were widely used, while the
interventionists and White Guardists used primarily only such maneuvers
as a frontal attack over .a wide sector. The linear offense was the main
feature of most interventionist and White Guardist operations.

The general economic and political conditions exerted a great in-
fluence on the nature and the aims of strategic operations in the Civil
War.

In planning major offensive operations, Soviet strategy proceeded
not only on purely military considerations, but also on the need for sol-
ving general political and economic problems. In a num~ber of cases the
solution of these problems was the main aim of an operation. Thus, in
the report of the Supreme Commander on the strategic state of the Repub-
lic presented to V. I. lenin on October 7, 19181 it was noted that "in
developing our efforts primarily toward the south, we will obtain more
rapidly the necessities of life, without which the center of the country
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could not exist"' [4].

A characteristic feature of the Civil War was the extremely limited
amount of necessary strategic reserves at the disposal of the SovietCommando

Despite the fact that the Red Army enjoyed the advantage of inter-
nal operational lines, the war required a large number of strategic (oper-
ational) reserves. However, until 1920, the fronts which were accomplish-
ing the main strategic aims were reinforced primarily by the transfer of
troops from other less active fronts; this was done with great difficulty.

An idea of the difficulties involving the great lack of reserves
which Soviet military strategy had to overcome can be gotten from the
following report of the Supreme Commander to V. I. Lenin in March 1919,
i.e., during Kolchak's offensive: "The troops at the fronts have been
figbting in their positions without any relief for almost a year. As a
consequence of the vast extension of the combat sectors (frequently one
division per 200 versts*) and the direct onslaught of the enemy, no army
reserves or even front line reserves could be detached. The military
units constantly on the front lines cannot be organized, reinforced, or
correctly formed into a combat unit. In order to accomplish the strate-
gic transfer of units from one front to another it is often necessary to
take them directly from the battle lines;. imposing the burden CC defense
on the neighboring units and often weakening the front seriously" [5]•.

To create reserves, the Red Army Supreme Command late in 1918
planned to form eleven infantry divisions within the inner military dis-
tricts. With the formation of these divisions by the spring of 1919, the
Red Army Supreme Command could obtain a reserve of 150,000-20Q,000 infan-
try personnel. However, the worsening military situation on the Southern
and Eastern Fronts made these measures impossible. Of the eleven divi-
sions, seven were sent to the front even before they had completed their
training. As a result, when the Kolchak offensive began in 1919, the
Supreme Commander had only approximately 60,000 infantry personnel; these
reserves were not fully prepared since the units and formations lacked
artillery pieces and machine guns.

Because of insufficient reserves, the regrouping of forces within
the front was of great significance for the successful accomplishment of
the outlined strategic tasks. The Soviet Command throughout the entire
Civil War resorted widely to the regrouping of forces from secondary sec-
tors to the direction of the main attacks, thus creating significant su-
periority in forces and weapons.

The Central Committee of the Party headed by V. I. Lenin devoted
serious attention to the question of the training and the utilization of
the reserves. The measures taken by the Central Committee of the Party
during the Civil War constituted a broad program for the creation not only
of manpower but also of material reserves.
*A Russian unit of length, equ*2. to 1.0668 kilometers or 3500 ft.ýt.
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In the second half of 1919 reserve armies were formed; t'ese played
an important part in the training of the reserves. The reserve Army of
the Republic at Kazaii from Julyo 1919' to December 19.20 alone supplied-
34 percent of the replacements to all the fronts; agdup to kl0percent
to the most aCtiVe- fronts. To create reserves for the atctive admies,
special administration. were- created at the frontline head'u-rters to
deal with manning and wiith- the formation andI training. of the troops
(UPRAFORMS) which formed their own reserve units.

The centralized- :system for tralning the- manpower reserves made it
possible, within a very 'short time, to reform -Unitb- and formations at the
front and aided in the creation of shock groups.

A very important part in the reinforcement of the -fronts was- 'played
by Party, Komsomol,, and trade-union mobilization.

Together with Party and trade-union- miobilization, an important
role in providing replacements for the active army was played- by local
mobilization of the workers in the liberated territories. For e:ample,
by the time the armies of the Eastern Front crossed the Ural M4ountains,
the personnel had been almost completely replaced by the added Ural work-
ers.

TMe Fifth Army of the Eastern Front had 24, 000 soldiers on the
Tobol River in August 1919; already by October 1919, due to local mobil-
ization and despite the losses sustained, it had increased its number to
37,000 soldiers. Such a growth of forces was characteristic of all the
armies of the Eastern Front during their offense and the pursuit of the
Kolchak army. The same was true in the armies of the Southern Front during
the destruction of Denikin's forces.

A characteristic feature of Soviet military strategy during the
Civil War was the skillful coordination of the military activities of the
Red Army with the partisan movement to the rear of the interventionists
and White Guardists.

The unpopular terrorist regime of the military dictatorship, set
up by the White Guardists with the active cooperation of the imperialists
of Britain, France, and the United States on territory temporarily seized
by them, caused profound universal indignation of the working masses, De-
spite the severe terror, repressions, and persecutions, the workers and
the peasants under the leadership of underground Bolshevik party organi-
zations rose up to a decisive fight with the interventionists and White
Guardists.

The partisan movement developed vigorously to the rear of Kolchak.
and Denikin and played an important part in the destruction of their ar-
mies. With their quick surprise attacks the partisans paralyzed the func-
tioning of the White Guardist rear and disorganized the supply lines to
the front and control of the troops. The partisan struggle to the rear
of the interventionists and White Guardists was of broad scope. There
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was a total of 80,000 partisans active in Siberia in -September 1919. in
the- Far East' in the Amur Oblast, a 25,000-man partisan army was operating.
Strong partisan forces also existed in the Eastern TTahsbaikal region, in
the Maritime Province, and in the Amur region.

By the fall of 1919, vast regions had been captured by the partismn
movement to the r'ear of Denikiia's forces.

The Soviet Command during the Civil War, whet planning and con-
ducting major offensive operations, closely coordinated the combat activi-ties of the Red Army with partisan activities. During troop operations

on the Southern Front on the Don against Krasnov and Denikin in the fall
of 1918, an important part was assigned to insurrectional movements to the
rear of the White Guardists.

In preparing the counterattack of the forces of the Southern Front
in October 1919, the Central Committee of the Party informed- the Central
Committee of the, Communist Party (Bolsheviks) of the Ukraine of the strong
support given to the Red Army by the Ukrainian partisans.

The Z@frontburo,* in accordance with the instructions of the Central
Committee of the Party, supplied detailed directives to Ukrainian parti-
sans demanding the immediate initiation of military operations against
Denikin, the capture and retention of the most important control points
and railroad lines, and the disruption of the lines of rctreat; the par-
tisans were also to prevent the enemy from destroying railroad lines,
bridges, and other major railroad communications in the path of the ad-
vancing forces of the Red Army.

In accordance with these instructions, the Ukrainian partisans in-
creased their attacks on Denikin and, as the troops of the Red Army ap-
proached, entered into direct contact and assisted the advancing forma-
tions. The numerical strength of the partisan units and of the forces of
the up-risin6 commanded by the Revolutionary Military Council, according
to G. A. Kolos, Commander-in-Chief, reached 50,000 soldiers in December
1919 [6].

The military operations of the Soviet troops were also closely coor-
dinated with partisan activity during the destruction of the armies of
Kolchak, Miller, Yudenich, and Wrangel.

The selfless heroic struggle of the workers, under the leadership

*The Zafrontburo (rear area Bureau) of the Central Committee of the Com-
munist Party (Bolsheviks) of the Ukraine was formed in July 1919 to guide
the underground communist organizations of the Ukraine and, through them,
the up-risings and partisan movements in the rear area of the enemy. The
Zafrontburo was headed by S. V. Kosior, secretary of the Central Committee
of the Communist Party (Bolsheviks) of the Ukraine. The Central Committee
of the Russian Communist Party (Bolsheviks) on September 8, 1919, approved
the creation of the Zafrontburo.
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of the Communist Party in the rear areas of the interventionists and White
Guardists, played an important part in the successful outcome of the Civil
War.

Strategy in the Civil War was inseparably linked with the policy
of the Soviet state. Soviet military strategy, like its policy, was per-
meated with a unity of purpose, supported by the firm and unified leader-
ship by the Central Committee of the Party headed by V. I. Lenin.

The Central Committee of the Party was the fighting headquarters,
the true organizer and inspiration of the Soviet people in their fight with
the interventionists and White Guardists.

The Central Committee of the Party examined the most important ques-
tions dealing with the conduct of war: the building and reinforcement of
the armed forces, the strategic war plans, the creation and distribution
of reserves, the appointment of commanders, etc. The strategic plans of
all the most important campaigns of the Civil War and all the measures
connected with their execution were developed under the direct leadership
of Lenin and were fully discussed in the plenums and sessions of the Cen-
tral Cofmmittee of the Party. For example, the questions connected with
the preparation and conduct of the major strategic operation aimed at the
destruction of the Kolchak army were examined by the plenuns of the Cen-
"tral Committee of the Russian Communist Party (Bolsheviks) on April 13
and May 4. 1919, at the session of the Politburo on April 24, and at the
joint session of the Orgburo and Politburo on April 29, 1919.

The operation aimed at the destruction of the Denikin army was
based on the decisions of the July and September plenums of the Central
Committee of the Russian Communist Party (Bolsheviks) and the decisions
of the Politburo of October 15 and November 6 and 14, 1919.

The plenums and sessions of the Central Committee of the Party de-
veloped the general strategic plans of an operation, outlined the measures
dealing with the raising of the defense potential of the country) the im-
provement of supply of the active armies, the strengthening of leadership
of the front and the armies, the strengthening of political agencies and
Party organizations, improvement of political Party work among the troops
and the population.

In his speech at the closed session of the VIII Congress of the
Russian Communist Party (Bolsheviks) on March 21, 1919, Lenin remarked
that "the questions of military construction were discussed at literally
every session of the Central Committee. There was never a single question
of strategy which had not been evaluated by the Central Committee or a
bureau of the Central Committee and put into execution" [71

The struggle at the fronts, as is known, was only one aspect of
the activity of the Central Committee of the Party. Simultaneously and
in parallel with the leadership of the armed conflict, the Central Commit-
tee of the Party led the building of the Republic. Therefore, the history
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of the Civil War is inseparable from the history of the entire country.
The close operation of the army and the people is one of the strongest
asDects of Soviet military strategy as compared with that of the inter-
ventionists and White Guardists.

'In leading the defense of the country, the Central Committee of'
the Party encompassed all the aspects of its life and activity and crea-
ted favorable internal as well as external conditions for Soviet military
strategy in the execution of its tasks assigned by policy.

As a result of vast organizatibnal and political activity, the
Communist Party changed the country into a single military camp and mobil-
ized for the Red Army a maximum of manpower and material resources.

The peace-loving foreign policy of the Communist Party and the
Soviet government, inexorably pursued from the first victorious days of
the socialist revolution in our country to the present day, played a major
part in the victory over the interventionists and White Guardists.

The State of the Theory of Military Strategy During the

Period oi' Peaceful Building (1922-1941)

The period between the Civil War and the Great Patriotic War was
of great importance in the building of the Soviet Armed Forces and in
the development of our military theory. This process was closely allied
with the economic and political strengthening of the Soviet state.

As a result of the industrialization of the country and the collec-
tilvization of agriculture the Soviet Union became a powerful industrial
country with a large mechanized agriculture. During the years of the pre-
war five-year plans approximately 9000 major factories were built, and
new branches of industry were developed: the tractor, automobile, avia-
tion, chemical and machine-building industries. This made it possible
to strengthen even more the defensive potential of our country.

The military-economic foundation of the Soviet Union was strength-
ened as a result of the deveaopment of industry in the eastern part of the
country. In 1940, this area produced 28.5 percent of the cast iron, 32
percent of the steel, 32.1 percent of the rolled stock, 36 percent of the
coal, and over 12 percent of the petroleum in the country [8]. This not
only made our rear areas more invulnerable but also made it possible to
conduct war simultaneously on two fronts, should the need arise.

The strengthening of our military-economic foundation was also ex-
pressed in the increased amount of' state reserves and mobilization reserves
of strategic raw materials, assuring the functioning of the national eco-
nomy for two or three months and up to four months for certain types of
raw materials.

Finally, the strengthening of the military-economic foundation of
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the country was influenced greatly by the growth of the cultural level and
the technical literacy of the Soviet people. This had an immense effect
on the national economy and its reorganization for war as well as on keep-
ing the Red Army up to strength.

All these facts clearly indicate that the Communist Party and the
Soviet government in all their practical activity were guided strictly by
Lenin's instructions that for the conduct of war it is indispensable to
have -strong and well-organized rear areas and an army' that is well equipped
and provided with all necessities.

The successes achieved in the industrialization of the country
wade it possible within a short time to radically rearm the Soviet Armed
Forces, without which it would have been ifpossible to solve successfully
the problem of strengthening the defensive potential of our country.
[Editor's Note 711]

During the prewar five-year plans, the Red Army became an up-to-
date army with regard to the amount and quality of arms and military equip-
ment and with regard to the level of combat training answering at that
time to the demands for waging war. During the period 1934-1938, the nunm-
ber of tanks in the Red Arm'y increased almost three-fold, the number of
planes 2.3 times, the artillery by almost 80 percent and the personnel of
the Red Army was doubled during this period [9].

The quantitative growth was accompanied by an improvement in the
organizational structure of the Red Army. The striking power and the fire-
power of the infantry were considerably increased. Because of the increas-
ing danger of wax and in order to further strengthen the defensive poten-
tial of the country, raise the combat readiness of the forces, and remove
the discrepancies between the degree of technical equipment of the army
and the territorial system of forming our troops, a decision was adopted
in 1938 to convert to the principle of cadre structure of the Armed Forces.
At the same time, deployment of new units and formations of all the ser-
vices of the Armed Forces was taking place. As a result of these measures,
the total strength of the Armed Forces in the period 1939-1940 was increased
by a factor of more than 2.5, the strength of the armored troops was in-
creased by a factor of 4.8, and that of the Air Force by a factor of 2.1..

Together with the improvement in the organizational structure of the
Armed Forces and their numerical growth there was intensive scientific de-
velopment of the theory of Soviet military strategy. This task was accom-
plished in line with the Marxist-leninist teachings on war and the army,
the political and economic state of our country, and the critical utili-
zation of past military experience.

Soviet military strategy considered that a new war would be world-
wide in scope; taking into account the existence of two opposed social
systems, the impending world war was seen primarily as a war of a coali-
tion of the capitalist countries against the Soviet Union. The sharply
pronounced class character of this war determined the extreme decisiveness
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of the military-political aims and excluded all possibilities of any compromise.

A future war was regarded as a war of long duration and high mobility,
requiring large armies and a tremendous strain on all the economic and organi-
zational forces of each country, and as a war in which victory could not be,
achieved by one blow. [Editor's Note #2 ]

In accordance with this concept in our military theory it was considered
necessary to conduct a series of successive campaigns and operations.

The mobile nature of the impending war had been determined by the exten-
sive mechanization and motorization of the troops and by the mass adoption of
strong offensive means, tanks and aviation, making possible penetration of the
defense and the development of an offensive in depth. [Editor's Note #3

Prewar Soviet theory held that in the course of the war various methods of
armed conflict -- offense, defense, and retreat -- could be used.

At the same time, our military doctrine always gave obvious preference to
the principle of offensive battle action as the only means by which total de-
struction of the enemy could be accomplished. [Editor's Note 114 ]

Our theory held that the main objective of strategic operations was the
enemy armed forces in a given theater of military operations, based on the indis-
putable concept that only by delivering a decisive defeat to the enemy armed
forces could total victory be achieved.

The concept of an active offensive method of warfare was reflected widely in
our prewar instructions and directives as well as in the plans of the opera-
tional-strategic games and field maneuvers. The essence of Soviet offensive
doctrine was most clearly expressed in the draft of the Field Service Regula-
tions of 1939. "Any enemy attack against the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
shall be met by a crushing blow of the entire might of our Armed Forces...

"If the enemy forces us into a war, the Workers' and Peasants' Red Army
will be the most aggressive of all the aggressive armies that ever existed.

I

"We will conduct an offensive war, carrying it into enemy territory.

"The combat operations of the Red Army will be aimed at destruction, at
the total annihilation of the enemy..." [10 ]

While considering the offensive as the main method of conducting armed
conflict, Soviet strategy at the same time acknowledged defense to be
a completely rational means of conducting combat actions. However,
the problems of organization and conduct of defense had not been devel-
oped fully in our prewar theory. It was considered that defense, play-

ing a subordinate role with respect to offense, would be conducted within

the framework of strategic attack only in isolated directions and not along
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the entire front. In principle, our prewar theory allowed for forced re-
treat of the troops in isolated sectors. However, the problem of with-
drawal of large forces from under enemy strikes was not developed, either
theoretically or pracdically.

During the prewar years, our military- theory reached a proper con-
clusion concerning the methods for unleashing a future war. It was be-
lieved that under modern conditions, wav's as a rule will be begun by sur-
prise, without a formal declaration of war. However, no proper conclusions
were drawn from this concept with regard to the content and nature of the
initial war period. The initial war period was understood to mean the
time interval from the beginning of military operations to the commitiment
of the main mass of the armed forces.

The duration of the initial period was determined as fifteen to
twenty days from the moment war began. It was proposed during this time
to deploy the covering forces and to achieve air superiority, with simul-
taneous initiation of the mobilization, concentration, and deployment of
the main forces. Thus, only limited military operations were to take
place during the initial periods This erroneous view of thF, content of
the initial. period of the war vas to exert a negative influence on the
preparatiok of ou'c Armed Forces.

The period between World Wars I and II was characterized not only
by further perfection of the existing services of the armed forces, but
also by the appearance and rapid development of new services of the armed
forces cad branches of service. Instead of being an 4.axiliary arm, avia-
tion became an independent service of the armed forces, and new branches
of the ground troops came into being such as armored troops, air-,efense
troops, and paratroops.

In this regard Soviet military theory devoted great attention to
working out the problem of determining the role and position of the dif-
ferent services of the armed forces in a future war. In sulving this
problem it was assumed that victory-in war can be achieved only by the
combined efforts of all services of the armed forces and branches of ser-
vice.

In view of the predominantly continental nature of a future war,
the main role in the armed Ionfllct was reletated to the Ground Troops.
However, as a result of incorrect conclusions drawn from the experience
in the Spanish Civil War, insufficient importance was attached to the
capabilities of large armored formations in solving independent operation-
al problems.

The Air Forces were intended primarily to support the troops on the
ground by means of operations directly over the batt 2field. At the same
time, they could be used for independent operations. However, the theory
of these operations had not been developed by the beginning of the war.
The possibilities of bomber aviation were underestimated and insufficient
attention was devoted •o its .onstruction. [Editor's Note #5]
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The Navy, which is & c6mponent part of the Armed Forces of the -USSR,
was designed for the active defense of our sea boundaries. The theory of
.Soviet military, strategy envisaged that the tasks assigned to the Navy in
each maritime theater of operations, tasks proceeding •'rom the over-all
plan. for the war, might call for both the conduct of independent opera-
tions as well as in operations in cooperation with the ground forces.
Cooperation between the various branches of the Navy was considered a ba-
sic condition for the succedsful conduct of combat operations. Surface
vessels, however, were considered as the means capable of resolving basic
combat tasks on the sea. With this, large surface vessels -- battleships
and cruisers -- were considered the nucleus of the fleet, inasmuch as they
vere considered to be. the Navy's chief and universal weapons. This resulted
in great attention being devoted to the construction of large expensive
surface vessels. The role of the submarine fleet and naval aviation in a
future war was underestimated.

II carrying out an extensive program of construction of surface
ships - aimed at strengthening the striking force of the fleet. [ Editor s
Note •' 6 ] However, it was not taken into account that two of ow, fleets
were based in inland seas and it was difficult to bring out the Northern
and the Panific fleets onto the high seas. Under these conditions, the
main emphasis should have been on the development of a submarine fleet
and naval aviation. [Editor's Note # 7 1

Our prewar theory placed great importance on the use of paratroops
in solving the problem of increasing the depth of penetration and tempo
of operations. The paratroops were regarded as means of the Higher Com-
man~d and were to be used to solve operational-tactical problems in enemy
rear areas and to assure continuous action throughout the entire depth of
the enemy defense. IHowever, these correct theoretical concepts wero not
augmented by the necessary material counterparts, since the practical ap-
plication of airborne troops was limited by insufficient development of
air transport aviation.

Further development of aviation, especially bomber aviation capable
of delivering powerful strikes not only against troops but against distan';
economic objectives sand political centers of the country, made niora acute
the iiroblem of antiaircraft deferse of the troops and of rear dbjectives.
It was proposed that this problem be solved by coordination of the efforts
of the Troops of PVO and aviation operationally subordinate to the Troops
of PVO in, the regions. The air defenise system was based on the principle
of proteci.•on of individual bbjectives.

On the whole, the air defense system before the war corresponded to
the level of development of the means of aerial attack. One of its short-
comings was the violation of the princip.le of the unified command of fight-
er aviation and antiaircraft artillery in air defense zones and also the
fact that the Troops of PVO lacked the lat.est means of reconnaissance and
control.

Allowing for the fact that the forthcoming war against the Sovileit
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* Union would be a war of coalition, our strategy adhered to the principle
of a progressive destruction 61o the coalition, with the main efforts to
be directed each time against the enemy who was most dangerous under the
specific conditions and whose destruction would yield the major military
and political results of decisive influence on the subsequent course of
the "war.

Soviet prewar theory devoted serious attention to the problem of
strategic cooperation. Strategic cooperation was understood as the coor-
dination of the operations of all the services of the armed forces and
branches of serviece with regard to purpose, time)- and place. The cues-
tions of strategic cooperation were developed not only on the theoretical
plane but also found practical solution in operational-tactical Wnneuvers
and game s. [Editor 's Note ' 8]

Soviet military theoreticians, in the development of strategic th,.-
ory devoted special attention to the problems of the creation, utilization,
and rehabilitation of strategic reserves. The concept of "strategic re-
serves" included not only the troop formations at the disposal of the
Supreme High Command, but also the manpower and economic resources of the
coiuntry to assure the conduct of a demanding war of loiig duration. How-
ever, in the practical solution of this problem, significant errors were
committed which manifested themselves by the fact that despite the perm:a-
nent war threat, we did not have the necessary reserves of weapions and
military technoloey for the mobilizational requirements of our Armed Forces.
[Editor' s Note # 9 ]

Soviet lvlilitary Strategy During the Great Patriotic War

(L941i-1945 )

The Great Patriotic War was [Editor's Note 1,'0] a severe test of
the woral and physical strength of our people. The epoch-making victory
won by the Soviet Union in this war was clear and convincing proof not
only of the strength and viability of the Soviet social and goverr~mental
system, but also of the might of the Soviet Armed Forces and the high lev-
el of development of Soviet military art. Soviet military art [ Editor's
Note 1•-l] ] developed systematically during the war and was perfected and
enriched by the valuable experience of organizing and conducting armed
struggle under various military-political situations.

The continuous development of Soviet military art was a natural
consequence of the advantages of our socialist system which assure the
rapid mobilization of all the efforts of the people to repel the enemy,
and the systematic growth of the technical equipment of our Armed Forces.
For example, by early 1945 the Field force.s had 1.5 times more rifles and
carbines, 3 times more submachine guns, 8 times more ta.ýks and self-pro-
pelled guns, and 5 times more combat aircraft than in December 1941.
During this period, the quality of the weapons and military equipment of
the Red Army was also significantly improved. The development of Soviet
military art was conditioned not only by quantitative and qualitative
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improvements in the arms and military equipment but also by improved or-
ganitation of the troops, which strengthened even more the might of our
firmed Forces.

One of the most important factors determining the development of
military strategy was the high combat morale of Soviet soldiers and offi-
cers, conditioned by the moral-political unity of our people. During the
Great Patriotic War, approximately eleven thousand soldiers and sailors
were given the high honor of Hero of the Soviet Union, and more than sev-
en million soldiers and officers were given orders and medals of the Sov-
iet Union [ll1.

The constant development and perfection of Soviet military art dur-
ig, the Great Patriotic War were assured by the wise policy of the Commu-
nist Party, whichj guided by Lenin's concepts of the defense of the so-
cialist motherland, correctly determined the military-political aims of
the war against fascist Germany, organized and inspired the Soviet peo-
ple and its soldiers for a just war against the fascist German aggressors,
achieved unity of political and military strategy in the struggle against
the enemy, and wIth the motto, "Everything for the front, everything for
victory!" skillfully utilized all the resources of the country to
achieve victory in the armed battle against a strong and dangerous enemy.

Together with the development of military art, its main and most
important part., strategy, was developed and perfected; this development
found exmression primarily in the organization and conduct of strategic
offense.

The past war fully confirmed the vitality of the main concept of
Soviet military doctrine which states that only by decisive attack can
the armed forces of the opponent be destroyed, his territory be conquered
and his will to resist be crushed, thus achieving final victory in war.
To attain this general war aim the Soviet Armed Forces conducted a number
of major offensives. Each of these accomplished a major military and
political aim -%f the general war plan. The most characteristic aims of
strategic offensives were: the destruction of the main groupings of the
enemy on one or two most important sectors; the liberation of economically
and politically important areas; putting the allies of fascist Germany
(Finland, Rumania, and Hungary) out of commission; and finally, liberation
from the G-rman aggressors of the occupied territories and subjugated
peoples of the countries of Central, Eastern, and Southeastern Europe.
The problem of organization and conduct of major strategic operations was
successfully solved by Soviet strategy during the war. In spite of the
difficult conditions of armed conflict, the Soviet command, on the basis
of critical assimilation oi .. litary experience, correctly solved all
problems connected with the preparation and conduct of strategic operations.
P2ginning with the second phase of the war strategic operations becamer the
main method of conducting strategic offensives. During the third phase of
the war, up to 70 percent of the frontal offensives were conducted w thin
the framework of strategic operation.
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In defining the aims of strategic operations, the Soviet Supreme
High Command always started with the main political aims of the war, the
economic and moral capabilities of the belligerent countries, and the
strategic situation at the beginning of each strategic operation.

In the course of the Great Patriotic War, the Soviet command suc-
cessfully solved the important problem of the proper selection of the
direction of the main blow. In accord with the military-political aim of
the particular stage -or period of the war and with the strategic situation
at the front, and depending on the balance of power at the front and in
the strategic directions, the Soviet Supreme High Command in the past war
selected that direction for the main thrust in which the enemy was most
vulnerable and which would assure the decisive destruction of' the largest
or most dangerous enemy grouping and assure the accomplishment of major
military and political results leading to a sharp change in the' strategic
situation throughout the entire front in favor of the Red Army. It was
taken into account that the selected directions should have the necessary
operational capacity to permit the deployment of large forces and large
amoiuts of equipment, and the execution of broad maneuvers by troops and
weapons along the front as well as in depth.

In the winter operations of 1941-1942, the Soviet forces delivered
the main blow in the direction of Moscow against the largest enemy group
attacking Moscow. The destruction of this group resulted not only in a
sharp change in the military-political situation on the Soviet-German
front, but also forced Japan and Turkey to refrain from open hostilities
against the Soviet Union.

In the operations of the second phase of the war and in the winter
of 1944., the Red Army delivered its main thrust in a southwestern direction.
The transfer of the main thrust from the western direction to the south-
western direction was conditioned by the fact that the most powerful and
active enemy group was in this area. The destruction of this group led
to a sharp change in the situation along the entire Soviet-German front
and led to the liberation of such economically important areas as the
Stalingrad industrial region, the Northern Caucasus, the Donbas, Krivo-
rozh'ye, Kerch', and the regions of the Ukraine east of the Dnieper River.
The results of these operations had an enormous influence on the course
of the entire Great Patriotic War and World War II.

The summer operations of 1944 and the winter operations of 1945
saw the main efforts of the Red Army concentrated in the westerly direc-
tion. The transfer of the main efforts toward the west made it possible
for the Soviet forces to deliver their blow to the enemy's most vulner-
able front Ftctor, to reach German territory within a short time aLt to
complete CGrmany's destruction.

In selecting the direction of the main thrust the Stavka of tie
Supreme High Command took into account not only the requirements of strat-
egy, but also those of policy and economy. In this problem the connec-
tion between strategy, politics, and economy was fully manifested. Thus,
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in deciding during the second phase of the war and in the winter operations
of 1944 the direction of the main thrust on the Southern flank of the Sovi-
et-German front, the Stavka could not disregard the following L-aportant
conditions. First, a main thrust on this front sector would expel the
enemy from such economically well-developed areas as the Northern Cauda-
sus, the Donbas, 2Krivoy Rog, Nikopol', and the Eastern Ukraine; their lib-
eration would increase the economic potential of our country. Second,
the approach of Soviet forces to the borders of Rumania would increase
the contradictions between fascist Germany and her satellites in South-
east Europe and create favorable conditions for the elimination of German
satellites-from the war.

The proper selection of the direction of the main thrust in the
strategy indicates the skill of the Soviet Supreme High Command in fore-
seeing the future aspects of the war and at each stage deciding upon the
decisive link in the entire chain of military events.

slaving determined the direction of the main thrust, the Stavka of
the Supreme High Command concentrated large masses of troops and military
equipment on it. The strategic operations conducted in the directici of
the main thrust were characterized by a decisive concentration of tr ops
and combat equipment, and by the formation of powerful attack groups which
were significantly stronger than the groups operating in other directions.
These operations, covering sectors constituting 20-37 percent of the en-
tire length of the Soviet-German front, involved 25-50 percent of the per-
sonnel, 25-52 percent of the guns and mortars, 20-70 percent of the tanks
and self-propelled guns, and from 30 to 98 percent of the aircraft of the
Field Forces.

The concentration of large forces and weapons in the direction of
the main thrust made it possible within a short time to crack the strong
and deeply echeloned enemy defense, to rapidly develop an attack in depth,
and to destroy large enemy groups. In support of this, the following
examples suffice. During the winter offensives of 1942-1943, the Soviet
troops destroyed two German Army Groups, "B" and '!Don, " and their compo-
nent 8th Italian, 2nd Hungarian, 3rd and 4th Rumanian, 4th Tank, and 6th
Armies, as well as the "Hollidt" Operational Group. In the course of these
operations, a total of 100 enemy divisions was destroyed, 98 in the direc-
tion of the main thrust.

In the summer and fall operations of 1944, our troops destroyed, in
the direction of the main thrust, two German army groups, "Central" and
"Northern Ukraine," and their component 9th, 4th, and 2nd Field Armies,
the ist, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th Tank Armies, and the 1st Hungarian Army. In
the direction of the main thrust 137 divisions were destroyed, or more
than one-third of all the divisions destroyed during the strategic offen-
sive. The enemy losses were just as great in the direction of our main
attack in the operations of 1945 in the Central European theater of oper-
ations. Here our troops destroyed the German "Weichsel" and 'tentral"
Armies and their component 2nd, l1th, 9th, and 17th Field Armies as well
as the 3rd and 4th Tank Armies. In this direction, a total of 191 divisions
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were destroyed, ,or more than, one-half-the divisions destroyed. dur-
ing the offensive on the entire Soviet-German front. The destruction of
such large forces in the direction of the main thrust, forcing the enemy
to transfer to these areas not only his reserves but also significant- num-
bers of troops from other sectors of the Soviet-German front, created& fa-
vorable conditions for the Soviet offensives in other directions.

Decisive political and strategic aims were accomplished in this
stage of the war by conducting a series of operations along the front and
in depth or by concerted strategic operations, along the entire strategic-
front, imified by a single strategic design.

In determining a certain method for a strategic offensive, the
Stavka of the Supreme High Command would select a method which would best
correspond to the military-political conditions, to our economic capabil-
ities, and to the combat potential of the Soviet troops, a method which
in the final analysis would assure in the best possible manner the origi-
nal aims.

During the period when the Red Army still had no decisive superi-
ority over the enemy, the Soviet Supreme High Command executed strategic
offensives by performing consecutive strategic operations along the front
and in depth. Such a method of attack made it possible to accumulate the
necessary amounts of equipment, ammunition and fuel for subsequent opera-
tions and to create in the chosen directions strong shock groups, as well
as to achieve superiority over the enemy in all operations with regard
to forces aid equipment. This superiority increased constantly through-
out the war. The use of this method of strategic attack made it possible
for us to defeat the enemy piecemeal, leaving us the choice of the most
convenient and advantageous time and direction for the next thrust.

The German Fascist Command, in order to parry the consecutive Soviet
troop attacks, was forced to transfer their reserves from one direction to
another. This led to a weakening of the enemy groups in the directions
selected for the next blow. The sequence of offensive operations in dif-
ferent directions led to a rapid broadening of the strategic offensive
front. While at the beginning of the strategic operations the active
front comprised some 500-600 kilometers, with the beginning of the offen-
sive of our forces in other directions the sector of concerted action in-
creased to 2000-3000 kilometers, i.e., the offensive was conducted simul-
taneously on a front comprising 50-70 percent of the length of the entire
strategic front.

In the winter opei'ations of 1945, which took place in an entirely
different military-political atmosphere than those of the preceding phases
of the war, the strategic offensive of the Soviet forces was concentrated
in a powerful concerted attack along the entire Soviet-German front. This

I method was also used successfully by the Soviet Command in its operationsI of 1945 in the Far East against the Kwantung Army of Imperialist Japan.
The development of a simultaneous offensive in a number of adjacent stra-
tegic directions assured furthe strengthening of the military economic
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-f founaion ofi-- the6 Sit- Union and. a significant reduction-of the entire

The &wadantOaýe of- this method'of strategic attack lies primarily in
theXact t'.that ,ýtiit. the shortest possible time the strategic front of the

~er-wa-c'av 44 an-1 6pi.u ~ his gopwee surrounded aud simul-
tanouey :estoye ina humber- of- -strategic directions. The enemy was

~ ~x~eiblityof maneuvering along the front to create large
in~:paryigour-~t~tck.All this made it ,possible for the Soviet

'tz~~~o~~p1 -~ prt ,6sto, achieve major military-political results
_-Wi-thi; the shortest Vossibl&'--timie.

In -6c d 64lishing the strategic of ensive operations the Stavka of
whe. -Supreme Hi&hCIed eet one form-or another for these operations,

taig-a number of factors, 'Into accouint. The most important of these were:
the c4Op96ition of -the Sov~iat, groups~ and espedi&lly the presence of mobile

unis andLomaioms;; theý! c~itQur oftefotlizne; the composition of
ene ,y ,.Sr~o,4s:.idhdthe exkistence -6 weak- and, strdng places in his defense;
and the- nattrel -bf, -the -theater -df mi-litaxrk -operations., The methods of the
strategice operations 'were charkacterized-by the variety qf' form; the pre-
dominant'methods ýwere the' ehcircleiaent and destructions of major enemy
-groups.

the-main koriý bof strategio opeprations- in the past war were:

- _thQe enciicling -of -Iwrge. enemy formations an,6 their subsequent

-the- 6plitting of the strategic front of the enemy; and

-the 'break4-u~p of' tthe str ategic front of the enemy with subsequent
isolation of enemny-groups..

The eacircJ.~ment of~ m~jo en~emy -gr-oups was accomplished by differ-
ent methods. The most !mpotn of heewee

-simultaneous strikes in-V two directions with breakthrough of' the
front on. the flanks of the 'enemy Gr~ups and dý_ploymerit in depth along con-
verging lirms (the Stalingrad, LvxQ`V, iaosy-K1shiiiev., and other operations);

-ope strong enveloping blow aimed. at pxishing ithe enemy against nat-
ural barriers (the libet'atioa of the B_*tIc area and the East Prussian
operation);

-in -isolated instances, the encirclement of large enemy groups
was accoroipkihed as a result of the breakthrouGh of the front in several
direction's- with subsequent 4d1velqpmernt of attacks in cunverging directions

andencrce~et o eemyti'op -troghout the operational depth (the

Belorussian and, the Berlin cpkatbios).

The conduct of strat-gic offensive operations by cleaving of the
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strategic front of the enemy was accomplished by delivering an attack in
depth by cooperating fronts throughout the entire depth of strategic dis-
position of enemy groups (the liberation of the Eastern Ukraine, and the
East Pomeranian operation).

The break-up of the strategic front of the enemy was accomplished
by a series,,of strong attacks in several directions and the development of
the offensive on a broad front along parallel or even divergent lines.
In this case, the defensive front of the enemy was broken up; this facil-
itated liquidation of isolated enemy groups deprived of operational con-
tact (Vistula-Oder operation).

These are, in brief, the most typical forms of strategic offensive
operations. However, it should be kept in mind that strategic operations
often took more complex forms. Sometimes these forms were combined or
changed from one into another.

During the Great Patriotic War, Soviet military strategy successfully
utilized the factor of strategic suprise as one of the means of attaining
the established goals. Strategic surprise was achieved by the following
measures, which were aimed at misleading the German Command concerning our
plans:

- the development of a major attack in a direction least expected
by the enemy; this was the case in the winter of 1942-1943, when the Red
Army delivered its main attack at Stalingrad while the enemy expected an
attack in a westerly direction, and in the summer of 1944, when contrary
to enemy expectations the main attack of the Red Army was delivered not
to the south but in Belorussia;

- the secrecy of measures taken to prepare for the offensive, as
was the case at Kursk, 1I and in the operations of the Red Army against
imperialist Japan, 11 and keeping the plans of the Soviet command secret;

- misleading the enemy with regard to the place, time, and strength
of our attack; this measure was especially widely used by the Soviet com-
mand during the third phase of the war aud exerted an important influence
on the successful conduct of strategic operations.

However, it should be noted that the Soviet command was not always
successful in achieving full strategic surprise. This was the case, par-
ticularly in the summer of 1943 and in the winter of 1944, when the enemy
succeeded in discovering beforehand and in quite some detail the plans of
the Soviet command, since we could not conceal from the enemy the concen-
tration of strategic reserves (summer of 1943), the regrouping of troops,
and the creation of shock groups at the fronts. The badly-handled dissem-
ination of false information in the preparation for the offensive in the
Eastern Ukraine also resulted in German discovery of the actual regroup-
ing and detection of the regions of false troop cs':irentrations.
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The Great Patriotic War was characterized by systematic increase
in the extent of strategic attack aihd strategic operations; this was ex-
pressed, to a great extent, in the extension of the front lines aud by
the increase in forces and weapons engaged in strategic attack (Table 4).

TABLE 4

The Extent of Strategic Offensives in the Great Patriotic War
Extent of the Soviet- Number
German front at the of active Depth of

Time of the Start of the offensive army groups penetration
offensive Offensive Participating of Soviet

Total,km. sector, Total simultaneously forces, km.
km. during offensive

Winter 1941-1942 4000 1000 10 7 200-400
Winter 1942-1943 6000 3200 12 8 200-700
Summer and fall 1943 4300 2000 11 7 200-600
Winter 1944 4400 2900 11 10 300-500
Summer and fall 1944 4250 4250 12 10 600-1100
Winter 1945 2400 2100 10 8 400-700

The table shows that the attack front of the Soviet forces in 1942-
45 was 2 to 3 times longer than in the winter of 1941-42; the number of
army groups simultaneously engaged in the offensive increased by a factor
of almost 1.5, and the depth of the advance by a factor of 2-2.5. The
zone of advance in the strategic operations also increased significantly
and in the closing period of the war reached l000-1400 km. The increased
scope of the strategic operations was also expressed in the increased
rates of advance. While in the strategic operations of the initial phase
of the war the average rate of advance of Soviet troops was 4-5 km per
day, in the operations in 1944-45 it reached 15-20 km.

'The increased scope of strategic operations during the war years
is also evident fromihe increased forces and weapons engaged in strategic
operations. This can be confirmed by the data in Table 5.

Table 5 shows the general trend of the increased number of forces
and weapuns engaged in strategic operations. A particularly sharp rise
is noted in the amount of military equipment.

The table shows that during the war the number of troops engaged
in strategic operations increased by a factor of 2, that of guns and mor-
tars by a factor of 3-5, tanks by 3-9, and airplanes by 3-6.

The increased amounts of military equipment in the army groups and
armies caused qualitative changes in the Ground Troops as the main means
of destruction of the enemy armed forces. The continuous quantitative in-
crease and perfection of the technical-tactical qualities of artillery
and tanks, and the further mechanization of the Ground Troops resulted
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in increased firepower, making for more powerful aud deeper attacks as

well as for higher mobility. These qualitative changes in the Ground
Troops helped to increase the decisiveness aud effectiveness of strategic
offensive operations leading to the liquidation of large enemy groups ahd
to the liberation of vast territories with important economic regions and
political centers. The decisiveness and effectiveness of the strategic
operations can be judged from the data in Table 6.

From Table 6 it is evident that major strategic operations resulted
in destruction of 34-90 percent of the enemy divisions opposing our forces.

A strategic operation is accomplished, as a rule, by the efforts of
several army groups with the pqrticipation of long-range aviation, and with
the participation of naval forces in coastal regions. The strategic cper-
ation as one consisting of an mway of army groups was a new phenomenon in

TABLE 5

The Number of Troops and Weapons Involved in Strategic Offensive
Operatlons in 1941-1945 (Forces and Weapons Engaged in the

Moscow Counteroffensive Are Taken as 100%)

Operations Divisions, Personnel, Guns and Tanks and self- Airplanes,
% % Mortars, % propelled guns, % %

Moscow
counteroffensive 100 100 100 100 100

Stalingrad
counteroffensive 80 100 190 128 108

Orel operation 69 80 238 339 250
Belgorod-Kharkov
operation 61 96 183 385 125

Liberation of the
Eastern Ukraine 176 215 384 371 200

Bel't.russian
operation 171 209 500 860 666

Lvov-Sandonierz
operation 74 97 207 314 266

Yassy-Kishinev
operation 84 114 233 264 162

Vistula-Oder
operation 155 209 423 950 466
East Prussian
operation 122 152 341 491 250

Berlin
operation 179 227 520 894 666

Manchurian
operation 90 220 313 772 326
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Soviet military art during the Great Patriotic War. In prewar years, our
theoretical literature contained views stating that anýoff~nsive operation
with a strategic aim shall be conducted- by one army group aud that an of-
fensive operation can be best developed within the scope of an army group
capable of solving major strategic problems.

The strategic operation of a group of fronts came into existence
during the Great Patriotic War not suddenly, but as the might of the Sovi-
et Armed Forces increased and experience was acquired in the organization
and direction of offensive troop operations.

The operation of a group of fronts came into being during the peri-
od of the Moscow counteroffensive realized by the forces of the Kalinin

and Western Fronts, as well as by the right wing of the Southwestern Front.
Later came the Stalingrad offensive,. alsc conducted by forces of three
fronts. With the Kursk counteroffensive in 1943, the strategic operation
as an operation of a group of fronts became firmly entrenched in the prac-
tice of Soviet troops during strategic attack.

TABLE 6

The Effectiveness of Strategic Offensive Operations in the
Great Patriotic War

Number of enemy divisions % of enemy divisions defeated

Operation taking part in defeated during with respect to with respect
combat opera-- the operations the number of to uumber of
tions divisions taking divisions ac-

part in the oper- tive on Soviet-
ations German front

Moscow
counteroffensive 74 25 34 13

Stalingrad
counteroffensive 65 49 75 18

Kursk
counteroffensive 92 39 33 13

Offensive in the
Eastern Ukraine 135 76 56 31

Belorussian
operation 114 76 68 32

Vistula-Oder
operation 70 58 83 32

Berlin
operation 116 100 90 55

Manchurian i
operation 44 44 100 100*

* In relation to the divisions operating against the Red Army.
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During the Great Patriotic War, an operation of a group of fronts
was prepared, supplied aud conducted directly by the Stavka of the 'Supreme
'High Command with the active participation of the command of the front.
The centralized leadership of the operation by the Stavlza assured coor-
dination of the efforts of the fronts with respect to time, place, and
aim, especially under drastically changing conditions; in the final analy-
sis it assured the solution of major military-political aims.

The increased scope of strategic operations was brought about mainly
by the further strengthening of the military and economic foundation of

4 the Soviet Union, which made it possible to improve the technical equip-
ment of the Armed Forces, the maneuverability of the troops, and the range
of the artillery fire. The increase in scope was also 'strongly influenced
by the mechanization of supply transport aLad the increased rate of recon-
struction of railroads conducive to more regular delivery of ammunition
and other materiel to the forces during an operation.

Other important accomplishments of Soviet military strategy include
solution of the problem of breaking through the strategic front of the
enemy. During the Great Patriotic War, the Red Army repeatedly broke
through the strategic front of the enemy. This was accomplished in the
winter of 1942-43, in the winter of 1944, twice in the summer of 1944, and
once again in January 1945 in the direction of Berlin.

This problem was also resolved very successfully in the operation I
Hwhich resulted in the route of the Kwantung Army. II

A breakthrough on the strategic front of the enemy afforded the
Soviet troops the possibility for further development of the offensive
in great depth.

The German command required considerable time and large forces to
bridge the gap and create a new front. To do so, it was forced to with-
draw its troops a considerable distance (500-600 kin) and to transfer.to
the breakthrough area some 30-60 divisions taken from other sectors of the
Soviet-German front or from Germany and its occupied countries. The enemy,
as a rule, created his new defensive front along major natural barriers:
rivers or mountains.

Successful breakthrough of the strategic front of the enemy was
accomplished by creation of large strategic groupings assuring a strong
initial thrust, the destruction of the opposing enemy groups within a short
time, and increased efforts during the development of the offensive in
depth, especially by the commitment of large armored forces. The break-
through of the strategic front of the enemy was also assured by the high
rates of advance during which the Soviet troops outmaneuvered the enemy
and impaired his organization or intermediate defense lines, by the fact
that the Soviet command had a sufficient number of strategic reserves
and used them properly, and by the skillful choice of the forms for con-
ducting the strategic operations.
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The Great Patriotic War, characterized by the vast extent of the
front and the multitude of problemsI arising during armed conflict, re,
quired that the Soviet military leaders solve a most complex problem --
the organization of strategic cooperation between major groups of the
Armed Forces -operating in various directions according to a unified plan.,
The essence of strategic cooperation consisted in the coordination of
efforts of formations and commands of the services of the Armed Forces
participating in the strategic offensive with respect to the time, place,
and aim for achieving the strategic goals or the operations. The founda-
tions of strategic cooperation were laid by the Stavka of the Supreme
High Command in the development of operational plans. They were reflected
in the assignments of tasks to major groups of Soviet forces, in the de-
termination of the role and location of each front in the strategic opera-
tion, the form of conducting the strategic offensive, the sequence for
accomplishing the tasks assigned to the fronts, and in determining the
problems of the services of the Armed Forces and the methods for solving
them.

Strategic cooperation was accomplished by various methods: in some
instances, by coordination of the efforts of strategic groups of Soviet
troops operating in various directions and solving independent problems
(this type of cooperation was successfully applied in the winter operations
of 1942-1943, in the summer-fall operations of 1943, and in the closing
stage of the war in 1945); in other instances, by conducting consecutive
operations by groups of fronts in different theaters of military opera-
tions and by fronts in adjacent strategic directions. This method of
strategic cooperation was widely used in almost all offensives, but it
was used with special success in the summer-fall operations of 1944 when
the fed Army delivered 6 powerful successive thrusts against the enemy.
As a result of these thrusts, the enemy was not only tied down along a
broad front but was also deprived of the chance to use his reserves and
take any serious countermeasures. Each thrust created favorable conditions
for the next thrust in another direction.

Under conditions of conducting strategic defense, the organization
of strategic cooperation provided for the combination of defensive and
offensive operations in a number of strategic directions. This decreased
the ability of the enemy to strengthen his main group by removing forces
from other sectors of the front and enabled us to slow down the enemy
offensive, gaining time to accumulate reserves for a counteroffensive.

The cooperation of the Ground Troops and the Navy was manifested
in the combined operations in the coastal areas (the Odessa, Crimea,
Petsamo-Kirkeness, and East Prussian operations), in the protection of
coastal flanks of the Ground Troops, and in the maintenance of communica-
tion of the Ground Troops.

Strategic cooperation between fronts, groups of fronts and the
National PVO Troops was achieved by coordination of effort in the battle
a.gainst enemy aviation.
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However, when solving such an important problem as the organization
and realization of strategic cooperation, the Soviet command also permitted
serious errors to occur. In the winter offensives of 1941-42, the Soviet
Supreme High Command, did not succeed in properly coordinating the Kalinin,
Western and Bryansk Fronts to the west and the troops of the Leningrad
and Volkhov Fronts at Leningrad. This was one of' the reasons for the inde-
cisiveness of the winter operations of 1941-42 and the grave situation in
which our forces fo'.nd themselves in the spring oz 1942. There was no real
strategic cooperation between the fronts and the Stavka of the Supreme
High Command in the Kharkov offensive in MaV 1942, as a result of which
the offensive of the Southwestern Front against Kharkov became isolated
without the active support of adjacent fronts. This made it possible tvr
the enemy to freely maneuver his forces aud to deliver strong thrusts to
the flanks of 'he shock group of the Southwestern Front, resulting in the
defeat of our offensive forces. There were also shortcomings in the organ-
ization of cooperation between the Ground Troops and the Navy. For example,
during the battle to destroy the Kurland group of the enemy, the Soviet
command was not able to effect a naval blockade of the enemy; this not only
had a negative effect on the liquidation of this enemy group, but also
complicated the actions of our troops in the winter of 1944-45 in the di-
rection of Berlin, to which the enemy transferred up to 10 divisions from
Kurland.

The success of a strategic offensive aad its increased scope also
depended considerably on the presence aud utilization of str.tegic reserves.
The creation and reinforcement of reserves took different forms depending
on the presence of forces and conditions of warfare. During the first
phase of the Great Patriotic War, the reserves of the Stavka of the Supreme
High Command consisted primarily of new formations. Subsequently, stra-
tegic reserves were reinforced primarily by withdrawing units and forma-
tions from the fronts which were engaged in the concluding stages of oper-
ations in separate operational directions (the 4th Ukrainian Front after
the liberation of Crimea and the Karelian Front after Finland had been
removed from the war) or from those fronts which, due to changing condi-
tions, could complete their tasks with smaller forces (the 1st and 2nd
Baltic Fronts blocking the Kurltnd group of the enemy).

During the Great Patriotic War, the main mass or strategic reserves
was used in the main directions to which the Stavka directed 50-70 per-
cent of their reserves.

At the various stages of the war the Stavka reinforced fronts by
withdrawing from its reserves 60-155 infantry divisions, 5-16 cavalry divi-
sions, 57-68 infantry brigades, 24-25 tank brigades, 3-22 tank corps and
4-10 mechanized corps.

It should be stressed that during the Great Patriotic War the
strategic reserves were used to solve the most diverse probleiLs:

- to create strategic groups in the course of the preparation for
operations; for example, in preparing for operations in the summer of 1944,
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five combined, two tank and two air armies were used for this purpose;
in the preparation for the winter offensive of 1944-45, eleven combined
and four tank armies were used;

- to strengthen the fronts for counteroffensives, as was the case
at Moscow when the Western Front was reinforced with four combined armies;

- to increase the efforts in the development of an offensive in the
direction of the main thrust; for this purpose in the summer offensive of
1943, the reserves of the Stavka there (nine combined and two tank armies)
were contributed to the fronts;

- to protect the flank of a group delivering the main thrust by
developing an offensive in the adjacent sector; in the winter of 1944, the
Stavka, in order to safeguard the flank of the shock group conducting the
offensive in the Eastern Ukraine, deployed at the area of contact between
the Ist Ukrainian and the 1st Belorussian Fronts a new front, the 2nd
Belorussian Front, implemented by two combined armies and one air army
from its reserves;

- to strengthen the fronts for the solution of new problems arising
during a strategic offensive, as characterized by the Belorussian Oper-
ation whei, because of a change in mission, the 1st Baltic Front was rein-
forced with two combined armies;

- to strengthen the troops operating in the outer encircling front;
it was for this purpose that the Stalingrad Front was reinforced by the
2nd Guards Army to repel the German counteroffensive in the direction of
iXotelhnikov In December 1942;

. to strengthen the fronts for an offensive after stopping an enemy
counteroffensive; in December 1943, the 1st Guards Army was used in this
manner at Zhitomir and the 9th Gtuards Army at the Lake Balaton region in

Tbe e-.Teriepce of the past var indicates that the Stavka of the
Supreme Ifigh Commanc, constantly observing the development of the armed
conflict) made the necessary regroupings and sent strategic reserves in
good tize to those sectors where they could be used most effectively and
influence the dev'elopm.Pnt•of the. offensive. 'The introduction of major
trategic reserves assured maintenance of the necessary superiority over

the enemy with regard to fozces anl -4eapons, contributed to increasing
the efforts in the development of an offensive along the front au well as
in depth, and plso -ad~e it possible for the fronts to solve new problems
arising zluip4ug •the operation. However, there were also serious errors in
the uti-.ization of the strategic reserves. This was true primarily of the
first phase of the war' Nhen the Soviet command, striving to develop an
offensive in all main strategic directions, permitted the forces and wea-
pons to be scattered, making It impossible to achieve decisive superiority
in any one direction. [Editor's Vote # 12]
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The Great Patriotic War yielded very valuable experience in the
solution of such a complex and acute problem as the cunduct of armed corn-
bat during the initial phase of the war. The complexity of its solution
was compounded by the surprise of the enemy attack on the Soviet Union.
[Editor's Note #13]

The experience of the initial phase of World War II showed very
clearly that the aggressor had created beforehand, in peacetime, strong,
well-prepared armies for invasion. Such armies made it possible for -Ger-
many to start war by surprise with the immediate development of decisive
active operations not only in the air but also on the ground. The attacked
countries were forced from the very first days of the war to repulse the
attacks of the main armies of the aggressor under extremely unfavorable
conditions and at the same time to mobilize and deploy their armed
forces as well as to switch the national economy to a war footing. How-
ever, Soviet military strategy failed to draw the appropriate practical
conclusions from this experience. [Editor's Note #14]

It is known that a number of extensive measures dealing with the
Armed Forces and the defense of the country as a whole had been instituted
and were in the process of being implemented prior to the war, yet these
measures were insufficient to seriously affect the relationship of forces
and war preparedness, which favored fascist Germany.

The relationship of forces of states in modern wars is determined
not only by the condition of the armed forces but above all by the military
and economic potential of the nations as a whole. Nations wage war using
the full power of their economic, military, scientific, and moral resources.
At the time fascist Germany attacked the Soviet Union she could employ
almost the entire economic and technical resources of Western Europe as
well as those of her satellites. It should also be remembered that between
World War I and World War II the German economy was primed to develop her
military and economic potential with billions of dollars, principally from
the United States and England. The Soviet people and their Armed Forces
had to exert titanic efforts, perform gigantic tasks and display mass
heroism both it the front and in the rear to employ all the resources of
the state, and it required much time in orcder to change the relationship
of forces in the war in her favor and achieve final victory.

The surprise attack by a previously mobilized army of the aggressor
and its mass use, in the early stages of the war, of such equipment as tanks
and aircraft for a simultaneous thrust in great depth -changed the conditions
of strategic concentration and deployment of the armed forces of the country
being attacked and, consequently, the entire nature of operations during the
initial phase of the war.

The country was confronted with the necessity to carry out mobili-
zation, concentration, and deployment of its Armed Forces during the enemy

II invasion of our territory which had already begun.

Under the changing conditions, the Stavka of the Supreme High Command
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on June 25 decided to create a defens@ of the troops of the kNorthwestern
and Western Frohts along the West Dvina and Dnieper Rivers. :An Army
Group was created of they reserves of Stavka to prepare and occupy defense
positions along the line Sushchevo, Vitebski Chernigov, the Desna River,
and the Dnieper River, up to Kremenchug.

°However, our troops were not able to execute the outlined measures
with regard to the organization of a continuous defense front.

By June 29 the enemy, having forestalled us in capturing these
lines of defense, had captured a bridgehead on the West Dvina River, cut.•
ting the lines of retreat of the main forces of the Western Front in the
region to the west of Minsk, and begZn to approach Bobryusk.

In order to prevent an enemy breakthrough toward Moscow, the S1- rka
decided to create a deeply echeloned defense in the direction of Moscq-•.
The troops of the Stavka's reserve army group were to advance and est Klish
a defensive perimeter on the line Kraslava, the Polopskiy fortified i igion,
Vitebsk, Orsha, and the Dnieper River up to Loyev. The 16th Army waý.• `-o be
regrouped to this position from the Ukraine. To the east of this ,i_:eter,
some 180-200 kilometers away, the 24th and 28th Armies were to take' t the
defensive. At the same time, a Stavka reserve army group was sent to the
Western Front, in effect signifying the creation of a new Western Front.
[Editor's Note #15]

late on July 9 the advancing enemy troops reached the defin.::e
perimeter of the Soviet troops from Disna to Zhlobin, taking a bri•Pgehead
in the vicinity of Disna and capturing Vitebsk.

In the southwestern direction, our troops, although offering strong
resistance to the enemy and repeatedly delivering strong counterattacks,
were nevertheless forced by July 10 to retreat to the line Korosten',
Proskurov, Mogilev-Podol'skiy, and the Prut Rive'co

Thus, the Gr~at Patriotic War began by commitment of the main forces
of both sides. Within the first ten to twelve days, up to 70-80 percent
of the ground troops and 100 percent of the air forces of both sides were
engaged in bloody battles. These operations were characterized by high
speed, vast maneuvers o± forces aond weapons, and high intensity of the
military operations. [Editor's Note #16]

The experience of the Great Patriotic War enriched Soviet strategy
with regard to organization and conduct of strategic defense. As previ-
ously mentioned, our prewar theoretical views conceived of strategic de-
fense as a method of armed conflict accompanying a strategic offensive.
It was presumed that strategic defense was to be applied in dissections of
secondary importance to save manpower and -weapons for the creation of
strong shock groups in the decisive directLo•s or theaters-of military
operations.

During the Great Patriotic War, this method was resorted to three
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times by the Soviet -command. In two cases, in, the summers of 1941 and
1942, this was a forced measure, and in one case, in the summer of 1943,
it was planned. But in all these cases, the aim was to repel (retard) the
enemy offensive, to wear down and exhaust the enemy troops, to gain time,
and to prepare conditions for a decisive counteroffensive. The strategic
defense was needed for Various reasons. In the summer of 1941, it was
determined by the surprise attack of the enemy and by the loss of the stra-
tegic initiative as a result of the unsuccessful outcome of the initial
phase of the war, which resulted in an abrupt change in the relationship
of forces in favor of the enemy. By this time, a significant part of the
strategic reserves (five armies out of nine) had already been used up.
The turning of the Red Army to strategic defense in the summer of 194? was
a result of the defeat of our forces in the Crimean and Rharkov operations,
during which the Red Army sustained Iltangibl4ll [ Editor's Note #17] losses.
[Editor's Note #18]

The turn to strategic defense in the summer of 194j, unlike that of
the previous years, was planned. The Soviet command, having taken the
strategic initiative and having, by the summer of 1943, large reserves
(eight combined and two tank armies, as well as a number of separate for-
mations -- fifty-seven infantry divisions and nine cavalry divisions,
twenty-one rifle brigades, four mechanized, and seven tank corps), was
thus able to forestall the enemy and take the offensive. However, it was
decided to temporarily take the strategic defensive so as to force the en-
emy to initiate the offensive and to exhaust and bleed white his shock
group in defensive battles; then, after bringing up fresh strategic re-
serves a decisive counteroffensive could be started.

The most important problems of strategic defense solved by Soviet
military strategy during the last war are: to determine the direction of
the main thrust -of the enemy; to create a strategic defense and methods
for reinforcing of the strategic fronts, methods of defense and utiliza-
tion of strategic reserves; and the creation of conditions for a counter-
offensive.

The success of the strategic defense in 1941 in many respects de-
pended on the correct determination of the direction of concentration of
the main effort of the Armed Forces. Even during the first days, the Stav-
ka arrived at the correct conclusion that of the three strategic directions
the most important and decisive was in the west. This was determined by
the fact that it was in this very direction that the enemy committed his
strongest group and delivered the main thrust. The importance of this direc-
tion was also determined by the fact that it would permit the German troops
by the shortest possible way to reach the central industrial region and
our capital -- Moscow. The successful defense of our troops in this direc-
tion to a significant extent determined the stability of the entire strate-
gic front. It is for this reason that the Stavka of the Supreme High Com-
mand allotted the main part of its reserves to reinforce the western di-
rection.: 150 infantry divisions and 44 infantry brigades, or 52 percent
of the divisions and 47 percent of the brigades sent to the Field Forces
from June 22 to December 1, 1941. Such purposeful utilization of reserves
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allowed the Soviet command to check the enemy advance and to change the
relationship of forces in our favor in this most important direction and
thus exert a decisive influence on the outcome of the battle in 1941.

In the defense campaign of 1942, the Soviet Supreme High Command
first considered that the main thrust of the enemy would follow in a west-
ezr.y direction and the secondary thrust would take place in a southwester-
ly direction, from the Donbas to Rostov, and further to the Northern Cau-
casus. This evaluation of the situation to a certain extent resulted from
the fact that thce main group of German forces was tp the west by the spring
of 1942; this group had been created during the winter operations of 1941-
42. The evaluation was also based on the significance of Moscow as the
capital of the country and as the important economic and strategic center
of the country.

As the events of the summer of 1942 showed, this prediction by the
Soviet Supreme High Command with regard to the intention of the enemy was
not confirmed. The enemy, while retaining a strong group in the central
direction toward Moscow, concentrated his main efforts on the suuthern
flank and, as is well known, delivered his main attack in the summer of
1942 in a southwesterly direction.

The thrust of the enemy in this direction led to the defeat of our
forces and to the withdrawal of our entire left flarZý beyond the Don and
to the invasion to the North Caucasus by the enemy. Donsequeritly, the
amount of forces and weapons employed in the Ger:i -offensive in this direc-
tion was unexpected by the Soviet command.

The Soviet Supreme High Command arrived at the conclusion that the
enemy was delivering his main attack not in the westerly but rather in the
southwesterly direction only in early July 1942 when the German offensive
toward Voronezh was already underway.

The true art of strategic prediction was shown by the Soviet command
in the preparation of the summer operations of 1943. The intention of
Hitler's command to develop the main operations in the direction of Kursk
was discovered quite accurately two or two-and-one-half months before the
battle at Kursk; this m tde it possible for our forces to undertake general
preparations in order to repulse the blow of the enemy.

In the Kursk frontal sector, comprising 13 percent of the entire
Soviet-German ,front, we concentrated up to 28 percent of our personnel,
20 percent of our guns and mortars, over 40 percent of our tanks and self-
propelled guns, and over 33 percent of the airplanes which, in the summer
of 1943, operated with the Field Forces.

Depending on the strategic situation, on the presence of the forces,
on means, and on the time factor, the depth of the strategic defen'5e of
Soviet forces in the past war, taking into account the defensive positions
occupied by the troops as well as the prepared defense perimeters, varied
from 250 to 600 kilometers. In 1941 (the middle of July) it extended in
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the direction .of Moscow, 250-300 kilometers, from the upper Dnieper to
the Mozhaysk l.ne of defense. In the Leningrad direction, the depth of
defense was 100-200 kilometers and was accomplished by creation of the
Luzhak line of defense, the Krasnogvardeisk fortif .ed region and the de-
fense perimeters directly at the outskirts of Leningrad. With the further
advance of German forces from the Dnieper to the east, the depth of defense
was increased by the creation of the Moscow defense zone and by the setting
up of state -defense perimeters to the east of Moscow.

However, it was not possible to utilize the prepared lines 'of de-
fense with sufficient effectiveness. First, the enemy, who possessed a
superiority in mobility as a rule, forestalled our occupying these lines
of defense. Second, our troops retreating from the front because of
great losses were normally not able to build up a strong defense in the
rear areas, and the Soviet command lacked the reserves needed to occupy
these defense lines in advance. Of the 291 infantry divisions and 66 in-
fantry brigades sent to the Field Forces from the reserve of the Stavka
during the summer campaign of 1941, only 66 divisions and four brigades
were used for advance occupation of the defense perimeters.

By the summer of 1942, the total depth of defense which was forti-
fied, taking into account the rear defense areas on the Volga in the pro-
cess of preparation, increased to 500-600 kilometers. In the summer of
1943, however, when the strategic initiative wa3 in the hands of the Sovi-
et command which planned, after the repulsion of the enemy advance, to
develop a powerful attack with decisive aims, the depth of the prepared
defense zone did not exceed 300-350 kilometers.

During the initial phase of the war, the Soviet troops gained
great experience with regard to the restoration of the strategic defensive
front. It is well known that the enemy during this time succeeded four
times in breaking through our strategic front to the extent of 300-500
kilometers. The creation of a continuous stable strategic defenatve front
after the breakthrough of the summer of 1941, with the continuing retreat
of the significantly weakened Soviet forces and a continuous advance of the
enemy, was possible only because the Stavka of the Supreme High Command
had significant strategic reserves and opportunely sant them to the front.
Thus, during the period of June 27 to July 10, 1941, alone, the Stavka
transferred to the commander of the Western Front five, combined armies
for restoration of the strategic defensive front. Later, in order to create
a large strategic group an additional thirteen combined armies were sent
to the west. A stabilized front in the direction of Leningrad and Kiev
was also attained by means of the reserves of the Stavka; 140 infantry
divisions and 50 infantry brigades were sent in these directions.

In the summer of 1942, the strategic front on the southern flank
was reestablished by strategic reserves. To create a continuous front
along the Don and in the Northern Caucasus, the Stavka of the Supreme
High Command in July and August 1942 sent to the army groups acting in
these directions six combined armies, two tank armies, and a number of
separate formations with a total of twenty-six infantry divisions,
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twenty-five infantry brigades, up to five ',ank corps, and-one cavalry corps,

In isolat~ed instances the restoration of the strategic defensive front
was accomplished by regroup~ing of forces a•.•d weapons of the active army
groups and the utilization of retreating forces. For example, after a
breakthrough by the enemy in October 1941 of the defense of the Bryansk,
the Reserve, and the Western Army Groups, the strategic front wis rees-
tablished on the Mozhaysk line of defense by regrouping the forces of the
left flank of the Northwestern and the right flank of the Western Fronts,
as well as by using the reserves of the Stavka.

Thus, only the strategic reserves at the disposal of the Stavka of
the Supreme High Command made it possible to restore the strategic defensive
front, deeply echelon it (from 250-500 kilometers) to create major stra-
tegic gr6ups in the most important strategic directions, and thus assure
the successful conduct of defensive operations.

One of the most characteristic features of the strategic defense
of the Red Army was its aggressiveness. Stubborn defense of the fortifled
perimeters and major towns was combined with strong counterattacks and
offensive actions in a number of directions by the forces of one or two
fronts. For example, the stubborn defense in 1941 of the prepared perime-
ter in the most important strategic direction -- Moscow, Leningrad, and
Kiev-Rostov -- was combined with strong counterattacks conducted during
The Smolensk campaign, the Lag and Kiev defensive operations, the counter-
attacks of Tikhvin and Rostov, etc.

As the experience of the Great Patriotic War was to demonstrate,
however, the stubborn holding of lines and of large cities should be coor-
dinated with a realistic evaluation of the strategic situation at the front.
Violation of this principle had serious consequences. The Kiev defensive
operations of 1941 might well serve as a confirmation of this, where, as
a result of the unfounded demands of the Stavka that the Kiev region con-
tinue to be held, our troops suffered a serious defeat.

In 1942, the stubborn defense of the prepared perimeters was com-
bined with strong counteratvacks of Soviet troops in the areas of Voronezh
and Stalingrad, in the Northern Caucasus, and with the offensive operations
of the troops of the Leningrad and Volkhov fronts at leningrad, the troops
of the Northwestern Front against the Dem'yanov enemy group and the forces
of the Kalinin and Western Fronts in the direction of Smolensk. During
the defensive operations in the summer and fall of 1941 and in 1942, the
Red Army conducted over thirty frontal offensives. The high activity of
our defense, even during the initial phase of the war, made it possible to
check the enemy attack and slow the tempo of his advance. Thus, during
the first eighteen days of the war the Germans advanced at an average daily
rate of 20-30 kilometers, while later, in September-October 1941, their
average daily rate of advance in the northwesterly direction was reduced
from 20 to 5, in the westerly direction from 30 to 2.5, and in the south-
westerly direction from 20 to 6 kilometers. Because of the stubbornness
and great aggressiveness of our defense, the enemy was forced to commit

193



significant forces to secure the flanks of his striking forces in order
to defend against our attacks, thus weakening his own attack groups, sig-
nificantly delaying his rate of advance and aiding in the disruption of
his blitzkrieg plans. The German forces sustained tremendous losses.
During the first six months of the war alone, according to the data of the
German command, the German land army lost over 800,000 troops on the
Soviet-German front.

The defensive operations in the most important strategic directions
were conducted simultaneously by several cooperating aimy groups with the
participation of long-range aviation and, in the coastal regions, with the
cooperation of the Navy. The extension of the front in defensive opera-
tions in the separate strategic directions varied from 450 to 800 kilo-
meters. As the strength of the Soviet Armed Forces increased and the rela-
tionship of forces changed in our favor, especially after the offensive by
Soviet troops in the winter of 1941-42, the enemy could no longer conduct
offensive operations along the entire strategic front and was limited to
offensives only in individual strategic directions. In light of this the
extension of our front in strategic defensive operations was constantly
reduced.

In the summer of 1941 the defensive operations were developed along
the entire 4,000-kilometer front, while in the summer of 1942 the Red
Army conducted defensive operations along a 750-2100 kilometer front,
and in the summer of 1943 only along a 600 kilometer front. The conduct
of the defense on the significantly contracted frontal sectors made it
possible for the Supreme High Command to utilize strategic reserves more
purposefully for the strengthening of the defense and the delivery of
counterattacks in these directions.

The most important strategic defensive operations were the Smonensk,
Ieningrad, Moscow, Stalingrad, Caucasus, and Kursk operations. As L well
known, some of these operations for a number of reasons culminated in the
defeat of our troops. The main reasons were the overestimation of our
capabilities and underestimation of the enemy potential, especially of the
maneuvering capabilities of his tank groups and armies, which, in a number
of cases, led to the encirclement of our forces; the unjustifiable reten-
tion of the frontline troops in the occupied perimeters under conditions of
imminent threat of encirclement, as was the case in June 1941 with the
forces of the Western Front in the Belostok salient, and in September
1941 in the defensive operation of the forces of the Southwestern Front
on the left bank of the Dnieper; and the unsatisfactory organization and
execution of operational and strategic cooperation and the weak protec-
tion of junctions. An example of the latter was the defensive operation
of the forces of the Central, Bryansk, and Southwestern Fronts in August
1941 and the defensive operations of the forces of the Bryansk and South-
western Fronts in the direction of Voronezh in July 1942. The Kursk defen-
sive operation was better planned, prepared and provided for by the Soviet
command both operationally and with regard to materiel and equipment. During
the operation, the fascist Germau forces, having sustained huge losses, did
not succeed in breaking through our operational defense, and seven to ten days
after the beginning of the enemy offensive our troops counterattacked, cul-
minating in the defeat of the enemy.
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Despite the unfavorable results of the initial phase of the war,, the
Red Army nevertheless coped with the problem of organizing and conducting
strategic -defense. The Soviet command, by conducting a strategic defenseand skil-lfully coordinating its operations exhausted and bled white the

enemy and 'set the stage for a radical change in the course of the war.
Because of its aggressive •method of strategic defense, the Soviet command
accumulated extensive experience in the organization and conduct not only
of defensive6 but also of offensive operations.

Such are the main lessons of the Great Patriotic War in the realm
of organization and conduct of strategic defense.

-The problem of strategic utilization of the services of the Armed
Forces was also successfullly solved during the Great Patriotic War. Soviet
military strategy, starting from the fundamental position that victory in
war can be achieved only by the combined efforts of all the services of
the Armed Forces, investigated fully the problems of the most rational
utilization of the strong points of each service. At the same time, in the
last war the role and significance of one service of the Armed Forces or
another, or branch of service and, consequently, its relative position in
the composition of the Armed Forces, did not remain constant. They changed
during the war in accordance with the growth of our military-economic po-
tential, the development of science and technology, and with the changing
tasks put before the Armed Forces.

The most numerous service of the Armed Forces during the Great
Patriotic War was the Ground Troops. They comprised from 80 to 86 percent
of the entire personnel of the Armed Forces. They played the main part
in the conduct of the war since they were the foundation of our strategic
groups. In the last war, all the most important tasks of the Soviet Armed
Forces were accomplished primarily by the Ground Troops. In the defense,
they were the force against which the enemy attack broke. In stubborn
battle, they exhausted and bled white the enemy, reestablished the stra-
tegic front, and themselves delivered powerful counterthrusts against the
enemy. In the offensive, they were the deciding force in breaking up the
strategic frornt of the enemy, destroying his groups, and capturing his
territory.

During the years of the Great Patriotic War, the Ground Troops were
widely developed, primarily along the lines of increasing their striking
power and firepower and increasing their maneuverability.

The infantry, the main body of the Ground Troops, exhibited high
combat qualities and the ability to act under any conditions of terrain,
at any time of day or year, and in conjunction with tanks, artillery, and
aviation to solve succeassfully the most complex combat problems, Close-
range fire remained the main- method of operation of the infantry; as a
result of this the last war was characterized by high losses in personnel.

Armored troops were the main striking power of the Ground Troops
during the last war. The appearance of large tank formationws and units.
decisively changed the nature of the operations. They made it possible
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to break up rapidly the enemy defense throughout its entire depth and to

encircle succeisfully and liquidate large enemy groups, as well as to pur-
sue rapidly the enemy to a great depth and independently solve important
operational tasks.

Next in importance as a branch of the Ground Troops oas the artil-
lery; its importance increased even more during the war. It 'x came the
basic and decisive source of neutralization of firepo-wer and destruction
of the enemy in defense as well as offense. The increased fi-epower of
the artillery was aided by the broad development in the Red Army of rocket,
artillery, which made it possible to create a high density of fire within
the shortest possible time. Characteristic fseatures of the use of artillery
during the past war were a sharp increase in the density of fire per time
unit, wide maneuvering on the battlefield, simultaneous suppression of
enemy defense throughout a great depth and, finally, the destruction and
suppression of enemy action throughout a large territory.

At the same time, the Great Patriotic War showed that our Ground
Troops, as the main service of the Armed Forces, needed further improve-
ment along the line of increasing maneuverability and firepower.

The second most important service of the Armed Forces during the
past war was the Air Forces. They were widely used for defense as well
as for offense. The main.efforts of our Air Forces were directed toward
the support of the ope.'ati'ns of the Ground Troops and the destruction
of enemy personnel afi. equipment directly on the battlefield. To achieve
these aims during th-• past war, over 46 percent of our total flight mis-
sions were require".,

During th. past war, the problem of participation of the Air Forces
in joint offensive operatio•as with the Ground Troops and the Navy was
successfully solved by way of conducting an air offensive. This form
of support of the offensive operations was fully justified throughout the
war. The first air offensive was planned and partially exeduted during
the Stalingrad counteroffensive. It was fully developed during the battle
of Kursk and in the 1944-45 operations.

The next most important strategic problem involving the use of the
Air Forces was the battle for air superiority. Approximately 35 percent
of all the flights made during the last war were used for this purpose.

The main method in the battle for air superiority during the past
war was fighter combat. The destruction of enemy planes on the airfield
by means of special air operations during the war was not widely used,
even though this method yielded the greatest results. It required, on the
average, some thirty flights for each German airplane destroyed in the
air, while for each airplane destroyed on th(. ground, only five flights were
required. The main reasons for the relatively small number of flights
by Soviet aircraft against enemy airfields were the qualitative and quanti-
tative weakness of our bombers, the complexity of this type of military
operation, and a significant underestimation, on the part of some air

196

C-



commanders, of the effectiveness of strikes against airfields.

During the Great Patriotic War, the Air Forces. were also used to
solve independent tasks by means of special aerial operations. These were
conducted primarily to destroy large enemy air formations. These opera-
tions involved not only long-range aviation, but also the air armies of
the fronts.

Independent air operations were also conducted to suppress &id destroy
the economic and political centers of the enemy. However, due to the lack
of the necessary Soviet aircraft during the past war, such operat.ions were
rare and were conducted with limited forces and had no major influence
on the course of the armed cunflict.* Consequently, we were not able to
solve the problem of destroying the enemy strategic rear and undermining
his -economic potential and national morale during the past war. Through-
out the war, long-range aviation made a total of 215,000 flights, of which

only 3.9 percent were aimed at the economic targets of the enemy [12]..

Finally, independent air operations we.e conducted in order to de-
stroy enemy rail and maritime transportation and to provide aid to the
partisan forces. Such operations were conducted mainly in 1943-44.

Thus, the activity of the Soviet Air Forces during the past war
was characterized primarily by its operational nature. The decisive role
in these operations was played by the front line aviation, which executed
over 76 percent of all flights performed by the Soviet Air Forces.

In the course of the war, the problem of aerial reconnaissance,
especially for strategic purposes, was not fully solved. This was due
chiefly to the fact that we did not have special reconnaissance planes.
The great demand for aerial reconnaissance data and the lack of special
reconnaissance planes forced our command to use, for this purpose, fighter,
combat-support, and bomber aviation, which made up to 80 percent of all
reconnaissance flights.

A weak aspect of the Soviet Air Forces was the absence oa special
air transport aviation, even though it was created during the war, This
condition had a negative effect on the use of paratroops, as well as on
the organization of air supply to rapidly advancing forces, especially
in the closing stages of strategic operations.

A very important role during the Great Patriotic War was played by
the National PVO air defense Troops. The experience or the war showed
that the organization of a reliable air defense of rear objectives was a
most important strategic task, whose successful solution determined, to a
considerable extent, not only the uninterrupted functioning of the rear
of the -country, but also the morale of the people and, consequently, the
entire course of the armed combat. Therefore, the efforts of National
PVO Troops were directed primarily toward the aefense. or Large political
administration centers, impox.tant industrial regions and objectives from
enemy air attacks. In 1941-42, this required the use of 60 to 87 percent

*During these operations, our aviation made only 6607 flights, which was
only 0.2 percent of all Soviet flights during the war.
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of the fighter aviation and from 60 to 80 percent of the antiaircraft ar-
tillery of National PVO Troops. Later' when the Red Army went on the
strategic cffensive, the number of forces and weapons relegated to the
defense of the rear area objectives was significantly curtailed.

The second most important task performed by National PVO Troops
during the past war was to provide cover for the attack troops of the
fronts, for important objectives of the frontal and army rear areas, and
most of all f6r the front lines of communication j00-500 kilometers from
the front line. This was due to the fact that: 1) the German. comaud
used its aviation almost exclusively for operations over the battlefields
and on targets in the prefrontal area, and 2) our fro4-, as a rule, did
not have sufficient forces of PVO and weapons to protc' ; reliably the
numerous objectives to the rear of the fronts, nor at times even the shock
troops: against enemy air attacks.

The third important problem of National PVO Troops was the battle
for air superiority. This task was performed in, close cooperation with
the air forces of the fronts.

The National PVO Troops also took part in antiaircraft operations.
These operations were conducted by National PVO Troops independently, as
well as in conjunctioA with fighter aviation and the antiaircraft artil-
lery of the fronts and fleets.

In individual cases, the aircraft of National PVO Troops were also
used to cover naval convoys and to escort bombers. However, this was not
their usual application.

Very valuable experience was gained in strategic use of the Navy.

As is known, our prewar theory stated that in a future war the
operations of the Navy would consist primarily of independent operations
or large formations of surface vessels. However, the Navy was characterized
not by independent operations, but rather by strategic operations in con-
junction with the Ground Troops and the Air Forces. The main efforts of
the Navy were aimed at cooperation with the Ground Troops in solving the
main problem or destroying fascist Germany and its armed forces.

In participating in joint strategic operations, the Navy performed
a number of varied tasks. The most important of these were the covering
of coastal flanks of the Ground Troopz, coastal defense, amphibious lJnd-
ings on the sea coasts and on rivers, blockade of surrounded enemy groups
from the sea and support of regroupings of the Ground Troops.

In addition to participating in combined strategic operations with
the Ground Troops and the Air Forces, the Navy during the war also performed
a number of independent strategic operations against the maritime communi-
cation lines of the enemy and in the defense of our own sea, lake, and river
lines of communication. The battle against enemy sea communication lines
was conducted in order to prevent delivery to Germany of strategic raw
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materials (nickel from Finland, iron ore from Sweden, etc..), as well as
to disrupt the 'enemy supply line to his coastal groups and to prevent their
evacuation. During the first and second phases of the war the operations
against sea communications were carried out primarily by the day-to-day
activity of the 'navies. However, combat experience showed that this method
was not sufficiently effective and did not always guarantee fulfillment of
the task put to' the naval forces. From the second half of 194-j on, when
our navies Were reinforced with torpedo-uarrying and attack aviation and
radar, and also with the increased combat training of the fleet personnel,
the fight against the naval communication lines of the enemy was organized
by conducting special operations. This sharply increased the effectiveness
of the combat operations of our navies. The number of enemy vessels sunk
in 1944 is 2.5 times greater than in 1942.

The next type of independent operations of the Navy was the opera-
tions aimed at the defense of our sea&aLAd lake' communications. The Great
Patriotic War showed that despite the relative independence of our country
on external communication lines (compared with other nations) the naval
communication lines were of extreme importance for us. During the entire
war more than 105 million tons of various cargo were transported;

A very important part in the solution of the problem of safeguarding
naval communications was played by the Ncrthern Fleet.' It is sufficient to
say that during the war it safeguarded the passage o 1624. convoys, com-
prising 4414 various vessels. On the Baltic Sea, curing the war., there
were 1022 convoys with 3223 transport vessels.

All arms of the fleet were used in naval combat to protect naval
commuhication lines. In isolated operations, frontal aviation ano National
PVO Troops were also used.

Mine-laying operations must also be included wmong the independent
operations of the Navy. During the war, over 40,000 different mines were
laid. [Editor's Note #19 ]

However, in the solution of this problem the Naval Commard ccmmitted
errors; an example was the unjustified laying of minefields in the Black
Sea in 1941. In view of the absence of major enemy naval forces in this
theater of operations, there was no practical need for these eaasures.
Subsequently, these mi efields greatly hampered the operations of the Black
Sea Fleet, causing more damage to us than to the Germans.

The' Great patriotic War redefined the role and place of the various
arms of the Navy. Naval aviation, a supporting arm in prewar times, came
to occupy a leading position among the a&'ms of the navy- due to its combat
potentials and operational results. Another i#portan.t arm was submarines
which, together with the Air Forces, were the main m-eans of armed conflict
in naval theaters of military operation. Large siurface ships, considered
before the war to be the mainstay of our fleet, lost bheir leading role
in solving tasks placed before the Navy.
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An important role in the defeat of fascist Germany was played by
the partisan movement, which was a component part of :the national struggle
against the fascist usurpers.

The creation of partisan detachments by the Communist party in ter-
ritory• occupied by the enemy led to these detachmeni carrying on a merci-
less war or assault upon the enemy. These detachments destroyed the enemy's
garrisons, punitive detachments, and occupation authorities, tnfJlicted
massive blows against the enemy's communications, thus putting bui; stretches
of main railroad lines for long periods and preventing the Mitlerites from
transporting troops and military cargoes. They also carried out reconnais-
sance and kept groups of enemy forces under observation.

When the Red Army shifted over to the offensive, the psrtisan move-
ment became larger and larger with every day and was then used in a more
organized manner. The Central Committee of the Communist party and the
Stavka of the Supreme High Command provided the partisans with regular aid,
planned and directed the activities of the partisan detachments, and .-oor-
dinated their activity with that of the Red Army. Beginning with 1945,
the partisans took an active part in almost all operations of Soviet troops,
carrying out their activities in both operational and tactical cooperation-
with advancing Soviet troops.

With the aim of aiding in the resolution of important operational
and strategic tasks which faced the Red Army, the partisans carried out
important and large-scale operations in the rear of the enemy, as for ex-
ample, the "Concert" and 'Rail War" operations, etc.

As the partisan movement increased, thus presenting a serious dan-
ger to the rear-area communication lines of the German Fascist Army, Hitler's
Command was forced to tie up large groups of forces in the areas under oc-
cupation, and even forced to remove individual units from the front. Ac-
cording to preliminary statistics, the number of enemy troops engaged
against the partisans, beginning with the summer of 1942, was about 10
percent of the total ground forces of the Fascist Army on the Soviet-
German front.

Thus, the activities of the Soviet partisans in the rear of the
enemy were of important strategic significance.

The past war once again demonstrated that the partisan movement is
a characteristic feature of war in the defense of our socialist Fatherland
and that it is one of the most important factors in the victory of our
pe,4le in their just, liberating wars against foreign usurpers.

One of the most important tasks in the field of strategy during the
Great Patriotic War was the constant perfection or the organizational
forms of the Armed Forces.

A successful solution to this proble'. depended primarily on the
economic capabilities of our country in 1bing able to supply the Armed
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Forces with miiltey equipmentt tzatereie. d

In, sol-Ving the problems of the, organizationofý the- -Armed Forces
during the war: the Soviet supJremen 6: 4ihCoý Vd W ýIý#dd by the concept

of military science Vhich states- that this 6rgan!zaion is not arbitrary,
but must correspond to the formd and methods of the .aried coPilt. Changes
in the organizational structure of the A5'me Forces- 4ere to a considerable
extent determined by the development of new means of warfare and the per-
fection Cf older military equipment.

During the war, intensive investigation of the #0foms of organization
of the services of the Armed Forces and service armsi was conducted so as
to determine those which would best correspond to our econ6mic capabilities,
the changing nature of military operations, the 'solutio:i) 'f strategic prob-
lems during various phases of the war, new models and 'types of arms and weapons.

In the organizational buildup of the Armed Forces d-iring the Great

Patriotic War, the Soviet Supreme High Command did not rely exclusively
on any one axm or service of the Armed Forces. It assumed that the stra-
tegic utilization of each of the services of the Armed Forces should be
based on those problems which can be solved most expeditiously by its
strongest sides.

The Soviet Armed Forces entered the war with an organizational
structure which corresponded, for the most part, to the requirements of
modern warfare. However, at the beginning of the war, because of the loss
of economically important regions and the evacuation of the industry to the
east, the production of arms and military equipment in the country de-
creased. It was difficult to recover from the losses and to set up new
supply sources. All of this forced changes in the troop organization.

As a result, during the first months of the war infantry corps were
disbanded and the infantry divisions were reorganized. Some of the artil-
lery weapons were removed from the divisions. New types of infantry units
(separate infantry brigades and regiments) as well as fortified areas of
the field type, were formed. In place oi the disbanded tank and mechan-
ized divisions, independent tank brigades and battalions were formed, de-
signed primarily for cooperation with the infantry, During this period,
it was decided to form powerful artillery reserves for the Supreme High
Command using the artillery from the disbanded infantry corps and at the
expense of temporarily weakening the artillery of the infantry divisions;
these reserves could be maneuvered to strengthen the forces in the most
important directions or sectors of the front.

Changes in the organizational structure of the Ground Troops during
the period of strategic defense also pertained to the special forces, in-
cluilng the engineer troops. The construction, in the fall of 1941, of the
rec.r defense perimeters in the most important strategic directions required
formation of strong engineering reserves. Under these conditions 10 en-
gineer armies were formed and placed at the disposal of the Supreme High
Command. With the changing situation, these armies uere disbanded in 1942
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and their personnel used for the creation of units and formations of en-
gineer troops.

The organization of the Air Force at the beginning of the war was
changed by decreasing the number of planes in the regiments aud the num-
ber of regiments in the divisions. Air regiments were to have 32-22 air-
planes instead of 61. The number olf regiments in a division was decreased
from four or six to two. New ground-support regiments and light night-
bomber regiments were formed.

The lack of unified control of the PVO Troops at the beginning of
the war necessitated the introduction of a new air-defense system and the
organization of PVO Troops. In November 1941, there was instituted the
post of commander-in-chief of National PVO Troops in charge of all air
defense means, including fighter planes, which were previously controlled
by the Air Force comanders-in-chief of the individual military districts.
Except for the Southern and Far Eastern Districts, the air defense zones
were replaced by corps and divisional air defense regions.

Air defense aviation was organized from November 1941 to January
1942. This made possible unified command of the aircraft in the Troops
of PVO. [Editor's Note # 20 1

In 1942 a qualitatively new period began in the development of the
organizational form of the Soviet Armed Forces, due to changes in the
economy of our country to serve the needs of war.

As a result of the measures taken by the Communist Party and the
strenuous labor of the people, the production of arms and fighting equip-
ment gradually increased beginning in 1942. During the same year the
Red Army, after difficult and strenuous defensive operations, went on the
counteroffensive. It was necessary to reorganize the forces in accordance
with the changes in the methods of warfare. In the solution of this prob-
lem great importance was attached to organization of the services of the
Armed Forces and the service arms which would assure coordinated operations
in the solution of strategic, operational, and tactical problems during
offensive operations.

The main attention in the buildup of the Armed Forces during this
period was devoted to further qualitative improvements and an over-all
increase in their combat potentials.

The development of the Ground Troops took the form of further im-
provement in their organizational structure and a general increase in
their firepower, striking power, and mobility.

In 1942-1943 the infantry corps were reinstated; this had a bene-
ficial effect upon the administration of the troops and the organization
of cooperation between the various branches of service. The amounts of
automatic weapons, artillery, and mortars were increased in the infantry
divisions, greatly increasing their firepower. At the end of 1942 the
infantry brigades were disbanded or reorganized into infantry divisions.
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The organizational development of the artillery wa& brought about
by the creation of artillery divisions and breakthrough corps, antiair-
craft artillery divisions, and antitank artillery brigades. Tis made it
possible to concentrate the artillery in the most important directions
and to clear more effectively the path for i .r&ntrity and tankps as well as
to cover the troops more reliably from eneimy- viation.

The change in, the organizational structure of thb tank troops con-
sisted in the creation of strong tank units and -formations. In the spring
of 1942 tank corps were created, and in the fall of 1942 mechanized corps
were created, although as yet they had no reinforcements. Their organiza-
tion was constantly perfected, their armament was improved, and there was
a continuous increase in their-firepoyer and striking power. This process
was manifested in a quantitative increase in the number of tanks, improve-
ments in their quality, and reinforcement of the tank units by artillery.

In 1942 mixed tank armies were formed (tank corps and infantry
division) but, as was shown by the experience of the offensive operations
at Stalingrad, this type of-organization of tank armies was not justified.
Therefore, in 1943 we changed from mixed tank armies to tank armies con-
sisting of tank and mechanized corps. The army received considerable ar-•
tillery weapons. This measure greatly increased the mobility of the tank
armies and their combat potential in solving major operational problems.

In addition to the organization of formations and large units of
tank troops, there was continued creation of tank regiments and brigades de-
signed to reinforce the infantry with immediate tank support. The offensive
operations of the Soviet troops showed that tanks and infantry are in great
need of continuous artillery support, and therefore regiments and brigades
of s•,if-propelled artillery were formed.

On the whole, the perfection of organizational forms of the tank
troops brought about by the Red Army's offensive initiative, greatly in-
creased the striking power of the Ground Troops and increased their capa-
bilities for breakthrough of enemy defense and rapid development of the
offensive in depth.

From the end of 1942 on, major organizational changes were made in
the engineer troops. The units aud formations of the High Command reserve
were especially highly developed. The greater the activities of the Soviet
Armed Forces became, the greater the increase in the role of the engineer
forces in safeguarding offensive operations. They became involved in the
direct breakthrough of the enemy defense. To fulfill this task, engineer
assault brigades were formed within the engineer troops; from 1944 on they
included tank-engineer and tank-flamethrower regiments.

With tha changeover of the Red Army from strategic defense to the
offensive, important changes in the organizational structure of the Air
Forces took place. The organizational buildup of the Air Forces had to
satisfy the requirement of best possible support of the offensive actions
of the Ground Troops.
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In- 1942 all frontal aviation was removed from the general army and
combined into air armies under the direct control of the frontal commanders.
The creation of air armies was an important stage in" the organizational
development of aviation. The frontal commanders received powerful weapons
for support of the Ground Troops. In addition, the capabilities of con-
centrating aviation in decisive directions were greatly increased. At the
same time air corps and divisions of the Supreme High Command reserves
were created to reinforce the air armies of the fronts in the most impor-
tant directions. Long-Range Aviation was organized within the framework
of the Air Forces directly subordinate to the Stavka of the Supreme High
Command.

An important measure in the development of the organizational struc-
ture of the Air Forces during the war was the change from mixed units and
formations to uniform air divisions and regiments of bomber, ground sup-
port, and fighter aviation, thus increasing the mobility of air units,
assuring the purposeful use of aviation to solve operational problems, and
facilitating the organization of cooperation with the Ground Troops.

The numerical growth of National PVO Troops, caused by the need for
defending important industrial objectives, made for the creation of opera-
tional formations -- army and frontal PVO. The air regiments given to PVO
Forces were formed into divisions and corps. In 1943, together with the
organization of the fronts and armies of PVO, there were formed commands
of fighter aviation of the fronts of PVO and also an air fighter army for
the defense of Moscow. The organization of the antiaircraft artillery
was also significantly changed. Antiaircraft artillery divisions were
formed within the framework of the PVO Troops in the summer of 1943 and
antiaircraft brigades were formed in the spring of 1944.

The organization of the PVO Troops during the war assured flexible
command and rapid concentration of forces and weapons in the most impor-
tant direction. in order to protect the troops and the most important ob-
jectives from the air strikes of the enemy.

During the Great Patriotic War combat operations in the naval thea-
ters were conducted on a relatively small scale and were subordinated
mainly to the interests of safeguarding the operations of the ground forces.
For this reason there were no major changes in the organizational struc-
ture of the Navy. The formations of surface vessels and submarines were
refined somiewhat to bring their organization into accord with the condi-
tions for carrying out operational missions. In the aviation formations
of the Navy, as well as in the Red Army Air Forces there was a change
from mixed organization to uniform formations. Because of the need for
creating a precise, unified air defense system, base PVO regions were es-
tablished in place of PVO districts. This significantly increased the
possibilities of organizing air defense throughout the entire zone of
a naval base or in a definite region of the naval theater of operations.

Thus, during the Great Patriotic War, on the basis of a careful
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tally of all economic and poli tcal condition s and the forms and methods-

of warfare, Soviet military st7 rtegy introduced- such changes in the -or-

ganihation of the Armed ForcP. 'as would best correspond to the require-

ments of war.
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-EDIfOR'SNOTE ON CHAPTER- IV

The chapter entitled- '"The Nature of Modern War" starts with a section on
"The Essence of War in the Modern Era." Any treatment of this subject
involves the basic tenets ofMarxi-st#Leninist ideology.

Befbie examining the changes in this chapter, a brief background to
,discussions that took place in the Soviet press between the second andthird jeditions of MAIL•:a~y Stkoutegy will put the subject i~n context.

In. September 1965, Lt. Colonel Ye. I. Rybkin published an article
"On the Nature-of Modern Nuclear War." This started a discussion in the

Soviet press on whether war, with the use of the nuclear weapon, would
remain the "continuation of politics by-other (that is, violent) means."
Thi-s latter expressioniý is from Lenin, paraphrasing Clausewitz' famous
di-ctum. The article was from-the "Lectures and Consultations" section of
CommunU.t o .the A'ied FoiLce.6, -to be used by officers, Admirals and Generals
studying certain themes. Therefore, it was an official article not just
Rybkin's opinion.

Certain Soviet writers, particularly the well-known General Major
N. A. Talensky, had stated that it was a dangerous illusion to think that
thermonuclear war would still serve as an instrument of politics, and
that political goals could be achieved by using nuclear weapons. In
July 1966, Colonel Grudinin, a Professor, and Doctor of Philosophical
Sciences, took Rybkin to task for an obscure point but upheld his
criticism of Talensky. "Such an assertion, "Grudinin writes, "is not
onl]) in error, but is harmful because It shakes one's assurance in our
[Soviet] victory over the aggressor." This argument was carried ouie
step further in an unusual article in Red Sct./ in January 1967, "On
the Essence of War." The article made it clear that the earlier articles
were prompted by Comniunist Chinese accusations of revisionism. To the
non-Marxist such arguments may be tedious, but they are important in
understanding the Soviet assertion that socialism will win in a future
war even if fought with nuclear weapons.

The second section of this chapter contains a discussion of "the causes
of war in the modern era." Because economics plays such a great role, the
following change is quite interesting. The second edition had read:

"The countries of the world socialist system now occupy 26
percent of the territory of the world and included about 35 percent
of its population. They have huge natural resources, produce almost
half the world's grain production and more than one-third of the
industrial production. The industrial out-put of the socialist
countries has already attained more than half the size of the
out-put of the developed countries of the capitalist world. The
per capita industrial production of the world socialist system taken
as a whole has already caught up with the world capitalist system."

Preceding page blank2
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The third edition contains -more modest claims:

"The countries of the world socialist system now occupy 26
percent of the territory of the world and include about 35 percent
of its population. They have .huge natural resources. The economy
of the socialist countries is developing faster than in the countries
of the bourgeois world."

The most important section of this chapter is that dealing with the
categories of wars. Having noted that "while imperialism and colonialism
exist, national-liberation revolutionary wars are unavoidable," the authors
then list the various kinds of wars. These categories were revised in
the second edition in 1963, but this sentence was added 'in the new edition:

"The USSR will render, when it is necessary, military support,
as well, to people subject to imperialist aggression."

Although all three editions have stated that Soviet military strategy
is studying "small-scale local wars" in order to prevent them from develop-
ing into world war and "to bring quick victory over the enemy," the authors
fail to give any concrete details as to how this will be accomplished.

In the third section of Chapter IV, "Modern means of armed combat and
their effect on the nature of war," the "revolution in military affairs"
can be seen at work. Here is a sentence as it appeared in the 1962 edition
of UL•ary Stutegy:

Taking into account the fact that the Soviets created hydrogen
weapons before the United States, and, most important of all, that
the United States does not possess superpowerful thermonuclear charges,
with a power of several tens of megatons, such as those possessed by
the USSR, we consider our superiority over the Western bloc in nuclear
weapons to be indisputable." (Underlining added.)

In 1968, the underlined phrase was omitted and this sentence added:

"By the admission of competent American specialists, our superiority
in total nuclear might of strategic rocket weapons is very considerable."

The revolution in military affairs, as has already been noted, resulted
in the nuclear rocket weapon being introduced into all the services and even
the creation of a new service, - the Strategic Rocket Troops. In 1962, only
the Strategic Rocket Troops possessed a significant nuarmber of missiles. In
the intervening years, technical advances have produced submarines which
carry nuclear missiles, long-range aircraft which carry nuclear missiles,
and land-based mobile launchers. Operational-tactical missiles revitalized
the Ground Troops.

"In addition to nuclear and rocket weapons," note the authors in all
three editions, "there has emerged on the scene still another new, very
important military-technical factor, which in the future will undoubtedly
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have a-very serious effect on the nature of war. We are speaking "of miIi-
tary 'radioelectronic devices, ,electronic computers, and devices for auto-
mating the processes of control."

This is the ,third phase of the revolution in mi~litary affairs, some-
times called the "cybernetics revolution." The third edition has added the
words placed in itali'cs: "Military radioelectronics assures not only the
use of missiles, antimissiles, and other 'technical means of combat, but
also reconnaissance, the control of troops, forces and weapons as a whole."

All three editions assert that victory "over the aggressor" can be
achieved only by the "combined efforts of all means of waging war:
Ground Troops, National PVO (aerospace defense) Troops and the Navy,
with the active participation of the people."

The conclusion of this part of the chapter states that a future world
war will be "above all, a nuclear rocket war."

The final section, "the military strategic features of a future world
war" - reads as it did in the first edition, except for some changes in
discussion of the Soviet ABM system. Below is the text as it appeared in
the first edition;

"Because the probable enemy considers 'nuclear' attack to be the

main means for achieving the goaIzls of a future war, and because he
considers strategic bomber aviation and 'ground-to-ground', 'air-to-
ground',. nd 'ship-to-ground' missiles to be the main means of e livery
of nuclear warheads to the target, one of the cardinal problems2 for
Soviet military strategy is the reliable protection of the rear from
nuclear strikes antimissile and air defense.

"A further improvement of the methods of conducting antimissile
and air defense based primarily on the automatic control of 'surface-
to-air' missile complexes, the creating of an effective means of com-
bac-tim, enemy ballistic missiles in the air qad mastery of the methods
of ..sing them, organization of defense against other means of mass
destruction and also the carrying out of other measures should reduce
as much as possible the losses from enemy nuclear attacks and ensure
the vital functioning of the rear areas and the fighting capabilities
of the Armed Forces." (underlining added.)

The third edition omits the underlined material and adds 1) "tasks",
2) "of the country", and 3) "in the means of", at the places indicated.

This is followed by two paragraphs which contain important deletions.
Originally, the paragraphs had read:

"A, the sane time it must be taken into account that under present
day conditions the methods ,and mea&s of nuclear attack definitely pre-
dominate over the methods and means of protection against them. Con-
sequently, the threat of a surprise maisive nuclear attack by the
aggressor remains.
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"The possibility of a surp.-Ise attack by an aggressor making mass
use of nuclear weapons immeasurably increases the requirements for
constant combat readiness of the Armed Forces." (underli ning added.)

In the 1968 edition, the underlined words were deleted. The omission
of the word "surprise" is very important, and has to do with the growing- pos-
sibilities of reconnaissance, which are discussed in Chapter VI.

This chapter of the first edition contained two "inevitable" sentences
v which stirred up quite a controversy in the American and Soviet press. They

were:

1. "it should be emphasized that, with 'the international relations
existing under present-day conditions and the present level of develop-
ment of military equipment, any armed conflict inevitably will escalate
into a general nuclear war if the nu.lear powers are drown into this
conflict."

2. "In the event of the unleashing by the imperialist bloc of war
against the USSR or any other socialist state, such a war inevitably
will take the nature of a world war with the majority of the countries
of the world participating in it."

An American edition of ML&&ta'u Stuategy which contained a foreword
by Herbert Dinerstein, Leon Goure and Thomas Wolfe, quoted sentence 1. In
a criticism published in Red S•tz, four of the Soviet authors of Mt•.tWky
St'wtegy took the American authors to task for using the word "inevitably".
They then proceeded to quote sentence 2 in which "inevitably" had been re-
placed by "might" in the second edition. Then they testily concluded:
"Obviously, the words 'might' and 'inevitably' have different meanings."

Thus we see the Soviet authors did change the word "inevitably" to
"might" between the first and second editions, but in another paragraph'

The Soviet authors continued to criticize the American version in
their Red Star article, this time referring to sentence 1:

"Secondly, nowhere in the book does it state that any war 'must...
take the form of a world nuclear war,' as the authors of the American
foreword assert. Indeed, they themselves cite the place in the book
where it clearly and plainly states that: 'with the international
relations existing under present-day conditions and the present level
of development of military equipment, any armed conflict will develop
into a general nuclear war if the nuclear powers are drawn into this
conflict." (Emphasis in original)

Here the Soviet authors quote sentence 1, but omit the word "inevitably",
yet "inevitably" has remained without change in sentence I in all three
edi-tions. Only in sentence 2 had it been changed to read "might".
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The only thing that is clear from all this is that general nuclear

war will be inevitable if the nuclear powers are drawn into it, according
to the Soviets, and all this misquoting and criticizing may have been simply
a ruse to get this very point stressed. Moreover, this point of view has
not changed in 'he six years whichi have passed since the first edition was
published.

In closing the chapter "The Nature of Modern War," the XXIII Party
Congress is again referred to and their statement- quoted that military
might depends on the economy of the country. "A decisive factor for the
outcome of a future War will be the ability of the economy to assure the
maximum strength of the Armed Forces in order to inflict a devastating
strike upon the aggressor during the Initial period of the war."

These points are made about a future war in the conclusion. It will be:

"--a world war representing a decisive armed clash to two opposed
social systems;

"--a war naturally ending in victory for the Communist system over
the capitalist system;

"--a war in which the economic potential of a country is a decisive
factor;

"-a coalition war;

"--a war waged by mass armed forces;

"--a nuclear rocket war;

"--a war involving unprecedented spatial scope;

"--a war in which the initial period of the war will be of decisive
importance;

"--a war in which victory in the shortest possible ý,ime is the goalt
although a protracted war is possible. "
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CHAPT~ER IV

THE NATURE OF MODERN WAR

One of the primary tasks of the theory of military strategy is the,
study and determination of the nature of' wars, of their military-strategic
and military-technical peculiarities. A correct scientifically-founded
solution to this problem is possible first of all on the basis of Marxist-
Leninist jI teachings on war aud the army, 0 of an analysis of the
specific historical conditions of social development, which makes it pos-
sible to establish the social-political essence, the causes and conditions
for the origin of a particular war, and the state of the material base
for its conduct.

The importahce of scientific foresight into the nature of a future
war is that only under this condition can the governmental and military
leaders guide the building of the armed forces without error along the
most correct path and rationally solve the problems of preparing the coun-
try as a whole for war. [Editor's Note # 1]

In the present situation, correct foreknowledge of the nature of
the initial period of a war has taken on exceptional importance for the
solution of the theoretical as well as the practical problems of military
strategy. The effect of armed conflict during this period upon the course
and outcome of modern war will bell decisiveJland fundamentally different
in comparison with past wars. Therefore, serious new demands are now
being made on 1, our 11 Armed Forces, the country, and the people.
[Editor's Note #2]

THE ESSENCE OF WAR IN THE MODERN ERA

The question of the essence of war is the determining one for solv-
ing all the principal theoretical and practical problems of military strat-
egy. It is also of paramount importance in explaining the nature of any
specific war. IIA genuinely scientific II answer to this question is con-
tained in the tenets of historical materialism, in Marxist-Leninist teach-
ing on war, and in the most important program documents of the communist
and workers' parties determining their theoretical, political aid practi-
cal activities under modern conditions. The military events of our era
are convincing proof of the correctness of the Marxist-Leninist concept
of the essence of war aud the causes and conditions of its origin.

This thesis requires special emphasis because in recent years, due
to the aggravation of the ideological struggle in the international arena,
Ilithe ideologists of imperialism,) lIthe revisionists acid dogmatists [Editor's
Note # 3 )of various schools of thought, have sharply increased their at-
tack on Marxism-Leninism, [Editor's Note# 41 and their attacks even touch
directly upon military aLid political questions. Western military ideologists
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of imperialism have become active propagandizing various "new" military-
phillosophical theories which sqport the interests of imerialist
monopolies and Jldirectedll at justifying aggressive wars under the flag
of anticommunism.

War, teaches Marxism-Lenini.m, is a socio-historical phenomenon
arising at a definite stage in the development of dlass society. It is
an extremely complex social phenomenon, and its essence can be revealed
only by using thi only scientific method -- Mirxist-Leninist dialectics.
Speaking of the iuse of Marxist theory of knowledge in the study of war,
Lenin stated t'bat "dialectics requires a comprehensive study of a given
social phenomfinon in its development and also of information external,
apparently, to the fundamental motivating forces, to the development of
industrial fýorces, and to the class struggle" [ 1]

The experience of history shows that even the largest world war,
no matter how all-encompassing it may be, represents only one side of
social development; it is entirely dependent upon the course of this de-
velopment, and upon the political relationships between classes and coun-
tries.

V. I. Lenin stressed that war is part of a whole, and this whole
is politics. He also pointed out that war is a continuation of politics,
and politics also "continues" during war. This Leninist thesis is a
principal one, and extremely important: it notes the bourgeois theories
of the universal, all-absorbing nature of war, of the "class peace" dur-
ing war; it exnlains that during war politics continue, i.e., the class
relat:,ns- and the class struggle in all its forms, vith all its means
(idez,'ogical, political, economic, etc.), do not cease.

The correct understanding of these principal theses also makes it
possible to disclose the essence of war. "As applied to wars," wrote
Lenin, "the main thesis of dialectics.•.consists of the fact that 'war
is siMply a continuation of politics by other (namely, violent) means-'
.. And it was always the point of view of Marx and Engels that every war

was a continuation of the politics of the given interested powers -- and
of the various classes within them -- at a given time:' [2 ] It must be
stresBe4 that Marxist-Leninistc always meant, by the phrase `Violent means,"
as applied to military action, means of armed conflict, the armed forces,
and the military organization as a whole as a means of conducting war.
F. Engels, in his work 'The Theory of Violence," wrote that violence is
at the present time represented by the army and the navy; he explained
that violence is a political act. [Editor's Note # 5 ]

Starting from these Marxist-Leninist positions, it can be said that
war is armed violence, organized armed conflict betueen the various social
classes, governments, groups of governments and nations in the name of
achieving ,definite political goals.

Classes, countries and nations in peacetime always strive to attain
tht-ir goals by using the most diverse means and forms of conflict: ideo-
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logical, political, economi •etcq Under conditions of the sharp aggra-
vation of cbntradictions, Lowever, they have resorted to the use of the
means and forms of armed conflict, to war.

All of this shows that war is only one of thejiresources jI of poli-
tics, only one. of the forms of the political, the class struggle. V. I.
Lenin: said, in particular, that "civil war i6 the most acute form of class
struggle, when a series of economic and political clashes and battles,
being repeated, accumulated, widened, ehaipened, results in the conversion
of these clashes into a.med conflict..."' [3. Another Leninist concept
is that "in certain periods of acute economic and political crises, the
class struggle develops into direct civil war, i.e., armed conflict..."[ 1]

Th..e followi~ eninist psQition, is of great importance for a pro-
,per understanding of the essence of war as the continuation of politics
precisely by violent means, using military operations: "War is a contin-
uation, by means of violence, of that policy which' had been pursued long
prior to the war by the ruling classes of the belligerent powers. Peace
is a continuation of the same policy, with a write-in of those alterations
in the relations between the forces of the opponents which have been
brought about by military operations" (underlining ours -- Author) (5]

Lenin's statements that war is a continuation of politics by other,
violent means imply that war is not equivalent to politics in general,
but makes up only a part of it and that politics has available, in addi-
tion to war, a large arsenal of various nonviolent means which it can use
for achieving its goals, without resorting to war. Under present condi-
tions, this is the strict guideline of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union and the Soviet government in calling upon the Western powers to solve
all disputed international is,:"ues by negotiation, not by war.

The theory of Soviet military strategy also takes into consideration
the other side of the problem, the fact that as opposed to other political
means, war has its own special specific nature. In order to conduct a war,
a special system of military organizations is created, the weapons for
armed conflict are produced, and combat methods are developed. The waging
of war itself has always represented a specific form of human activity,
when the belligerent sides directed their efforts toward destruction of
each other, toward the capture of enemy territories or the holding of their
own territory, striving, as a result, to attain their political goals.

The present era is characterized by an enormous growth in the pro-
ductive forces of society which stipulate the appearance of new super-
powa:ful meats of 11 mass 1 destruction, and also by radical changes in the con-
ditions of political struggle brought about primarily by the formation of
a world system of socialism. Under these conditions, the political aims
of the sides in a future world wve will be achieved not only by the defeat
of the armed forces, but also by complete disorganization of the enemy
economy and lowering of the morale of the population. Therefore, the es-
sence of war as a continuation of the politics by means of armed violence
and the specific nature of war appear today more distinctly than in the
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past, and modern means of violence acquire ever-increasing importance.

Armne• conflict has now become a still more specific form of human
.activity. This is stipulated by the following reasons. First, huge
masses of pe6ple are drawn, into modern war due to growth of armed forces
and widespread enlisting of the civilian population to solve a number of
military andI semi-military problems in guarding the interior of the. coun-
try. Second, the complexity of miodern military equipment demands special
military knowledge and skills. Finally, modern war, as never before, in-
volves the utmost strain on the economy in order to provide the needs of
war and particular materiel and scientific-technical resources specially
created for satisfying the needs of military conflict.

However, despite the fact that hundreds of millions of people are
drawn into a war, .war is only one side of isoc~al life, one of the forms
of the political, the class struggle, while social development, the inter-
relations of classes, countries aad nations are phenomena which are im-
measurably more widespread than war. Therefore, no world war (c"total"
or "global") can'-enc~mass all cf these pheýnomena. And during war an
tind6mpromising class szruggle goes' on, and must go on, simultaneously.
This, means that confusion'"and identification of two such social phenomena
as war and the class struggles war e:ad politics, is not permissible 11 even
in contempokary circumstances'l

At the sate time there have recently appeared in various foreign
military publications statements to the effect that it is wrong to con-
sider ýwax as a continuation of politics by violent means. I1 In these pub-
iications, (j war, poitics and the class struggle as a whole are essential-
ly equated.

"KIThus do the military ideologists of imperialism attempt to justifyll
war which they allege not to be violence any more* The British military
theoreticia. LiddeIlHart, in his book, The Strategy of Indirect Action
asserts that the tesm. ',eans or war" must now be understood not only, and
not so much, the armed forces, but also various "nonmilitary" means of
struggle: econon9c pressure, propaganda, diplomacy, subversion, etc.

On the basis of such assertions, the conclusion is drawn that war
is a conflict using lal the resources of politics, the "complex" of all
its resources aud fdrrms of struggle.

It is entirely evident that the means of waging a war are the armed
forces and its symptom nothing else than armed coIflict, whose beginning
and end determine in fact the beginning and and of the war. [Editor's
Note # 6 ]

IlCertainly, 1 war as a social phenomenon, as the extreme resource
for the implementation of the policy of certain definite classes is not
isolated from the other phenomena of social life. The experience of
modern wars shows that, as soon as they start, states attempt to mobilize
to the maximum their resources aud means for the attainment of victory.
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Once it has come to war, Lenin pointe, out, everything must be subordinated
to the interests of the war.

The role and importance of the various means and forms ot conflict
with the aid. of which a policy is effected will vary. Both in peacetime
and in wartime they are going to alter depending on the over-all setup.
In- wartime the basic and decisive resource of policy is the armed forces
and the armed struggle. All remaining resources -- i economic, ideological,
diplomatic and other+- are directed in the first instance to collabo-
raing with the armed forces and the other military formations brought
into being on the basis of a broad-scale enlistment of the masses of the
people for the attainment of political goals by way of armed violence.

It must be stressed again that Lenin saw the essence and specific-
ity of war in the continuation or politics, by means of violence, by way
of the conduct of armed conflict, military operations*

It was namely as a result of military operations, armed conflict,
and the use of means of violence, and not "nonmilitary" and "indirect"
operations in World War I that 10 million people were killed and over 20
million wounded and maimed. World War II took almost fifty million lives.
Many countries suffered colossal material losses. In the Soviet Union
alone, over 70:000 towns and villages and 1,710 cities were completely or
partially destroyed and burned, lland more than 20 million were killed. 1I1

This is the actuality which reflects the essence of war illas a con-
tinuation of politics by means of lllarmed conflict. A future war, in which
the basic means of violence would be nuclear weapons -- weapons of mass
destruction -- would lead to immeasurably greater losses a±d destruction.

As a result .of the rapid development of productive forces, science,
and technology, the resources for waging war have become so powerful that,

i1from the purely military point of viewIlthe possibilities for attaining
thu roost decisive political goals by the use of armed conflict have grow-,
immensely. This means that counting on "nonmilitary" means of conflict
in the course of a future war does not correspond to the methods for con-
ducting it or to the laws of development of the means of conflict. The
attempts of certain Western ideologists to propagandize "nonmilitary" meth-
ods for conducting war art designed to veil the horrors of a future nuclear
war and to divert the attention of broad masses of people from the prepa-
ration for war by the imperialist forces.

The teachings of Marxism-Leninism on war were creatively developed
in the resolutions of Illrecent liCongresses of the Communist party of the
Soviet Union, in the new Program of the CPSU, in the documents of thl con-
ferences of the Communist andworkers' Parties, and in the statements of
prominent party and illstatelll figures of the Soviet Union and the countries
of the socialist camp. Of especially important value are the positions on
the nature of the modern era, the absence of the fatal inevitability of
wars and the possibilities of preventing world war, [Editor's Note # 7]
on the peaceful coexistence of countries with different social systems,
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V
the military function of a socialist country under present conditions,
the development of the world socialist system and the future degradation
of imperialism, the outcome of a future war between them in favor or so-
cialism, and the means of conducting war.

The positions of the nature of coexistence between two world sys-
tems, which were developed by the Communist Party, have great signifi-
cance for correct understanding of the fundamental problems of war.

It was pointed out at the XXIII Congress of the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union that the Soviet Union regards the coexistence of
states with &Ifferent social structures as a form of class struggle be-
tween socialism and capitalism. The USSR at the same time supports nor-
rmal and peaceful relations with capitalist countries; it stands for non-
intervention in the internal affairs of all states, for the sanctity of
their territories, and respect for their sovereign rights. The Summary
Report of the Central Committee of the CPSU to the Congress at the same
time emphasized that the principle of peaceful coexistence does not apply
to the internal processes of class and natio'nal-liberatioh struggles in
the capitalist countries and colonies. Strr.gles between two social sys-
tems are and must be carried out by peacefal means -- economic, political,
ideological, but not military.

From this follows the completely clear and logical conclusions that
the desire of bourgeois ideologists to muddy the fundamental distinction
between war and that struggle presently being conducted in the interna-
tional arena by peaceful, nonmilitary means, is deeply incorrect and dan-S I gerous.
gers The leaders or the Soviet government have stressed [Editor's Note

# 8] that if countries disarmed completely and had no means of conducting
war, i.e., no nuclear or rocket weapons, land armies, navies, or air
forces then all international problems would be solved not by the strength
of weapons, but by peaceful means. With destruction of weapons and abo-
lition of armed forces, it would be materially impossible for countries
to pursue any policy but a peaceful one.

In summing up all that has been said, it should be emphasized that:
1) war is coercion in the relations between countries; 2) as the means of
coercion or means of waging war is meant the armed forces of countries; and
3) the Leninist concept of war as a continuation of class politics by forci-
ble means and the concept of war as armed conflict in the name of definite
political aims remains in force even in the present era.

The Marxist-Leninist thesis concerning the class nature of politics,
of which war is a continuation, plays a paramount role in the proper grasp
of the essence of war.

It has been in the varying interpretation of this fundamental
question that the radical difference has lain between Marxism-Leninism
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and the doctrines of the bourgeois ideologists, the majority of which
later, while admitting that war is the continuation of politics, have

nevertheless covered up its class bias.

Marxism-Leninism asserts that the basic question in an analysis
and evaluation of war must be the question as to what is the class charac-
ter of a given war, what classes are waging it and for the sake of what
goals, by what classes it was prepared and directed. The whole history
of class society is the history of the struggle of the classes and this
struggle constitutes the basic content of social development. The class
struggle finds its clearest expression in the political struggle. It is
a well-known fact that politics is a relationship between classes.

Hence follows the crucially important conclusion that war, being
as it is the continuation of class politics, always has a class charac-
ter. Any and every war is inextricably bound up with that political or-
der out or which it flows.

Bourgeois ideologists, by denying the class nature of politics and
war, always strive to represent politics as an expression of the common
interests of countries aud peoples.

The modern ideologists of imperialsim and their agents in the inter-
national workers' movement -- revisionists -- contradict the reformist
theory of "class peace," deny the class struggle, and distort the Marxist-
Leninist position on war, on the defense of the socialist Fatherland, and
on proletarian internationalism.

The American bourgeois ideologists and reformists announce, in
particuiar, that modern American capitalism is not the capitalism about
which Karl Marx wrote, but rather a popular, humane, and peaceful capi-
talism.

In the Program of the CPSU it is stated that the defenders of the
bourgeois system, by striving to hold the masses in spiritual captivity,
invent newer and newer "theories" which mask the exploitative nature of
capitalism and embellish it. They believe that modern capitalism has
changed its essence and that it has become the "people's capitalism," in
which classes disappear and class contradictions are erased. In reality,
the development of modern capitalism proves the correctness of the Marxist-
Leninist teachings on the growth of contradictions and antagonism in
capitalistic society.

Certain military writers attempt to prove that in the capitalist
world today, the entire country and all the people conduct war, and that
under present conditions war has been converted to conflict of one armed
people with another, directing all their military, labor, and spiritual
forces toward defeat of the enemy.

All these theories depart from objective reality, conceal the class

contradictions of modern capitalism, and mask the real essence of war and
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its contradictory class nature. "War in our time," wrbte Lenin in 1914,,
"is the people's war. From this truth it follows not that it is necessary
to drift in the 'popular' current of chauvinism, but that in wartime the
class contradictions which rend the population continue to exist and will
become manifest in war and through the war" [6]

In order to prove this Leninist thesis by present-day facts, it is
sufficient to use the United States, the richest country in the capital-
ist world, as an example. During the last world war, there was a, vast
strike movement in that country. In 1941, there were 4,288 strikes invol-
ving 2,400,000 people; in 1943, (during eleven months) there were 3,425
strikes in which 3,500,000 people participated;. and in. 1944, there were
4,956 strikes with 2,100,000 participants.

The refusal of a group of capitalists to convert their enterprises
to war production also attests to the "unity" of the American people and
the country in the (Illast worldjjllwar. "The capitalists," ! writes William
E. Foster, "even arranged the unique 'Italian strike' and continued it
until the government accepted their usurious conditions"[ 7].

The experience of imperialistic wars attests to the fact that ac-
tual unity of the people in such wars is unthinkable. The situation is
different when conducting just wars. Speaking of the causes of the vic-
tories of the Soviet government over external enemies daring the period
of foreign intervention and the Civil War, Lenin stated that a
mass of people such as never before was enlisted for active participation
in the war, and "...in no political regime was there even one-tenth as
great a response as under the Soviets." [8] This was confirmed to an
even greater ;extent by the experience of the Great Patriotic War of the
Soviet Union against Hitler's Germany.

The positions of Marxism-Leninism on the class nature of wars and
on war as a continuation of politics by .violent means, are fundamental
in Soviet military strategy. They pe.mzit correct solution of the basic
problems of training the armed forces and the people for war with an ag-
gressor, and permit the natrre of modern wars and the methods for con-
ducting them to be revealed, and elso permit rolution of other important
problems of the theory and practice of Stratetgy.

WARS OF THE MODERN ERA, AND THE CONDITIONS
AND CAUSES OF THEIR ORIGIN

Marxism-Leninism teaches that it is impossible to understand a
given war without understanding the era. The characteristics of the mod-
ern era have had profoundly scientific and universal treatment in such
important documents of our day as the Program of the Communist Party of
the Soviet Union adopted at the historic XXII Party Congress and the Dec-
laration and Appeal of, the Conference of the Representatives of Communist
and Workers' parties in 1960. These outstanding theoretical and political
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documents also allow correct understanding of the probable nature of mod-
ern wars, the conditions of their origin, and the ways in which they
develop.

Lp:.in's approach to the characteristics of the c:ra consists in the
fact that all great events of history can be correctly understood only
through consideration primarily of two points: 1) considering them from
the point of view of the struggle of two fundamental hiotorical trends --
capitalism and socialism; and, 2) from the point of view bo' just the spe-
cific historical relationship of forces between them, i.e., when taking
into account the regular growth and consolidation of the positions of so-
ciaiism.

At the beginning of the 20th Century, capitalism was the single,
all-encompassing system; it ruled undivided in the international arena
and unleashed war at its discretion, causing revolutionary uprisings
against it. In these conditions, Marxism-leninism correctly raised the
question of the "era of imperialism, war and revolution."

The Great October Socialist Revolution opened a new era in the his-
tory of mankind, an era of tne downfall of capitalism and the consolida-
tion of socialism. The victory of the socialist revolution in Russia was
directly connected with the first world imperialistic war. Socialist revo-
lution in European and Asian countries, which led to the formation of the
world socialist system, was the outcome of World War II.

Today the countries of the world socialist system occupy more than
26 percent of the territory of the world and include about 35 percent of
its population. They have huge natural resources. [Editor's Note # 9 ]

IThe economy of the socialist countries is developing faster than in the
Ilcountries of the bourgeois world. III

The socialist method of production more and more obviously demon-
strates its clear supremacy over capitalism. The relationship of forces,
in the international arena in the modern era favors socialism; this pre-
determines the course and nature of international relations.

llOne of jjthe most important factors of today is the national-liberation
revolutions which are destroying the colonial system of imperialism.
The international revolutionary movement of the working class is expanding.

The Program of the CPSU states that the present era, the fundamen-
tal make-up of which is transition from capitalism to socialism, is an
era of cunflict between two opposite social systems, an era of socialist
and national-liberation revolutions, an era of the downfall of capitalism
and the liquidation of the colonial system, the era of the transition of
more and more nations to socialism, of the triumph of socialism and commun
nism on a worldwide scale. The international working class and its chief
offspring, the world system of socialism, are the focal point of the mod-
ern era.
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V?

In bcharacteriZing-the modern era, Marxist?-leninists strei 'the new
fact that this is -not in era of imperialism and war- but the era of the
decay of imperialism as a world system, an era of revolution and -of the
triumph of socialism and Communism on a worldwide scale. This basic con-
tent of the era is definitive in explaining the fundamental problems of
war and peace.

III Nowll impe.ialism has entered a period of.01 &cline and death; it has
irrevocably lost its power over the majority of mankind. Now the main
content, direction, and feature of the historical, development Of mankind
is being determined by the world socialist system, by forces. struggling
against imperialism for the socialist reconstruction of society.

World War I and the Great October Socialist Revolution were the
start of the general crisis of capitalism. During World War II and in
socialist revolutions in a, number of countries, the second, stage of the
general crisis of capitalism began. Now world capitalism is entering the
new, third stage of this crisis.

One of the expressions of tnis crisis is the further unprecedented
strengthening of militarism. The imperialist countries have built huge
armed forces, on which they spend an ever-greater part of their state
budgets. The imperialist countries have become militaristic and military-
police states.

In one generation, imperialism has involved mankind in two world
wars in which tens of millions of people have been killed. A new world
nuclear [ Editor's Note #10] war, being prepared by world reaction, threat-
ens nations with horrible disasters -- the death of hundreds of millions
of people and the destruction and devastation of cities.

Under present conditions, as a result of the unevenness in the de-
velopment of capitalism, the economic, political and military center of
imperialism has shifted from Europe to the United States. American monop-
olistic capital has seized the main sources of raw materials, the markets,
and the spheres of application of capital; it has created a private coloni-
al empire and has become the most powerful world exploiter. U.S. imperi-
alism today plays the role of a world gendarme, coming out against demo-
cratic, revolutionary transformations and has unleashed aggression against
peoples who are fighting for their independence. III The clearest example
of this is the barbaric war of the USA in Vietnam.-II

The American monopolists and their [Editor's Note #11] allies in
NATO have again aided the rise of West German imperialism after defeat.
Thus a dangerous breeding ground for war, a breeding ground for new ag-
gressive power, threatening the peace, has been created in the center of
Europe.

Another dangerous breeding ground for war is the Far East, where
the American monopolists have revitalized Japanese militarism.
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The areas in which it is further most probable that the imperial-
ists will launch aggressive wars are the 'Near and Middle East and Africa,
where the contradictions of the colonial powers and the peoples fighting
for their independence collide most sharply; Cuba, against which the U.S.
is systematically organizing provocatiuns; Korea, inaasmuch as consider-
able armed forces, particularly of the U.S., are being maintained in South
Korea; the island of Taiwan, an ancient Chinese possession on which the
Chiang Kai-shek clique and the American occupation forces have entrenched
themselves; Vietnam and other regions of Southeast Asia where the USA does
*not hesitate to intervene militarily in the affairs of freedom-loving
peoples.

Thus, Soviet military strategy must take into consideration the
possibility of the unleashing of new predatory wars by imperialist 9,ggres-
sors-at diverse points on the globe.

It is impossible to exclude, in the present era, the possibility
of wars between imperialist capitalist countries. The fact of the matter
is that the capitalist world is torn by deep contradictions. There is a
s r&vage competitive battle for markets, spheres of investment of capital,
.rnd for sources of raw materials. This battle has become quite pitched,

isince the number of territories dependent on capital ha. been greatly re-
duced. Contradictions increase between the principal imperialist powers:
Anglo-American, Franco-American, West German-American, Anglo-West German,
and Japanese-American. Political crises arise periodically in imperialist
military blocs.

In this respect it is interesting to refer to the experience of the
past, to the remark of former Hitlerite General Kammhuber, who today occu-
pies the post of inspector of the West German Air Force. In an article
entitled "The Art of War," published in one of the West German magazines.,
he wrote that if the Nazis had had the atomic bomb, they would have com-
pletely destroyed England aid France and won World War IL. It must be
assmed that today there are no guarantees that the Bonn revanchists, hav-
ing ,obtained atomic weapons, will not use them against their present NATO
partners, and would not commit crimes even more cruel and vile in compar-
ison with those which the fascists committed during the last war. [Editor's
Note # 12 1 P. Edwards, British labor leader, writes in the brochure "Amer-
ica -- Ally or Boss?" that the West German revanchists have convinced the
United States that there are too many communists in France and too many
socialists in England, and, therefore, both England and France are very
unreliable military allies. This is advanced as one of the arguments for
the necessity of equipping the West German Army with atomic weapons, so
that under extraordinary conditions it could "neutralize" England and
France.

Our era is characterized by unive:sal-historical victories of the
international revolutionary movement of the working class. In the capi-
talist countries, social forces are being built up and strengthened in or-
der to assure the victory of socialism. These countries constantly stir
up class struggles. The ruling circles suppress strikes by using the armed
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forces. The imperialists create military blocs aM bases not only for
battile with the socialist countries, but also fc the defeat of revolu-
tionary workers' and national liberation movements'.

Marxism-Leninism teaches that socialist revolutions do not neces-
sarily involve war, although both world wars unleashed by the imperialists
ended wizh socialist revolutions. The great aims of the working class in
the present era can be accomplished without world war and without civil
war -- by peaceful means. However, when the exploiter classes resort to
violence toward the people, it is necessary to keep in mind the possibil-
ity of nonpeaceful conversion to socialism. And this means that revolu-
tionary wars and peoples' uprisings are not to be excluded.

The modern era is characterized by stormy, national-liberation rev-
olutions, one after another, which sweep away the colonial system and un-
dermine the foundations of imperialism.

The imperialists exert every effort to maintain their rule in col-
onies. They employ all possible means: colonial wars, economic pressure,
subversion, conspiracy, terror, and bribery.

The colonialists do not grant people independence voluntarily.
Therefore, the colonies are liberated by stubborn conflict, including
armed conflict. As long as imperialism and colonialism exist, national-
liberation and revolutionary wars are unavoidable.

Socialist, national-liberation, anti-imperialist and peoples' demo-
cratic revolutions, vast peasant movements, the struggle of the masses to
overthrow fascist and other tyrannical regimes, and the general democrat-
ic movements against national oppression are all merged today in a gen-
eral worldwide revolutionary process undermining the foundations of the
imperialistic camp.

Revolution cannot be imposed on a nation from outside; it arises
as a result of the serious internal and international contradictions of
capitalism.

Together with other Marxist-Leninist parties, the Communist Party
of the Soviet Union, as stated in the Program of the CPSU, considers it
its international duty to summon the peoples of all countries to merge
ead mobilize all internal forces for action and, guided by the power of
w6crld socialism, to prevent the interference of imperialists in the af-
fairs of the people of any country rising up in revolution or to give them
a decisive repulse. The CPSU also considers it its international duty to
aid countries going the way of winniokg and strengthening national inde-
pendence, all peoples fighting for the complete abolishment of the colo-
nial system.

Whatever path the nations which have thrown off the yoke of colo-
nialism choose, capitalistic or noncapitalistic, is their own business.
But with the present correlation of forces in the world arena and the real
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possibility of powerful support from the world system of socialism, the
people of former colonies can solve this problem in their own interests.

All these Marxist-leninist theses are starting points for a correct
understanding of the social-political essence of modern wars.

Studying the nature of these wars, Soviet military strategy starts
with the fact that in the present era the following basic categories of
war axe theoretically possible:

War between the imperialist and socialist camps which, if not pre-
vented, would be, by its political essence, a decisive armed conflict be-
tween two opposing world social systems. Such a war would be an aggres-
sive, predatory, ana unjust, on the part of imperialism, and a liberating,
just, revolutionary war on the part of the socialist community. This
would be a world war between the two big coalitions, so far as its scale
is concerned.

Imperialistic wars undertaken by the imperialists for the purpose
of suppressing national liberation movements, for the seizure or reten-
tion or colonies and for the attainment of other aggressive aims. These
wars are also predatory, unjust and anti-national on the part of the im-
perialists.

National-liberation wars, civil wars and other popular wars aimed
at the repulsion of aggressive predatory attacks oI" the imperialists, at
the fight for freedom and independence. Such wars are the opposite of
imperialist wars and are just, liberating aud revolutionary. Both imperi-
alist and national-!Mberation civil wars in size, are smal4 local wars.

The communists have always been the most resolute adversaries of
world wars and, in general, against wars between countries. Such wars
are necessary only to the imperialists for the capture of foreign terri-
tories and enslavement and robbing of the people.

The CPSU and all the Soviet people, as stated in the Program of the
CPSU, have always opposed and will always oppose any and all predatory
wars, including wars between capitalist countries, and [Editor's Note #13]
wars directed at smothering the national-liberation movements and consi-
der it our duty to support the sacred struggle of oppressed peoples and
their just wars of liberation against imperialism. This duty the Soviet
Union discharges consistently and steqdily by helping the peoples iJ'n theiri
struggle with imperialism not only id&ologically and politically but ma-
terially as well.

Iii The USSR will render, when it is necessary, military support asjjjwell to people subject to imperialist aggression.

It is quite understandable that the conditions for the origin and
development of such wars will differ each time.
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There will be a sharp distinction between the military-political
and the Strategic aims of the participants, and also between ways and
means for conducting these wars. This poses a serious problem in the
development [Editor'as Note #14] of the theory of military strategy: to
study and elaborate the problems of modern war not in general but quite
specifically as applied to a given specific war.

The distinguishing characteristics of the present era have allowed
the Marxist-leninists to raise the question of war and peace in a new way.

ý:he XX Congress of the CPSU, on the basis of a Marxist-Leninist
analysis of the radical change in the correlation of forces between the
two world systems, and of the international situation as a whole, con-
cluded that when the world socialist camp has been converted into a power-
ful political, economic, and military force and the forces of peace over
the entire world have been strengthened, war will not be a fatal inevi-
tability.

Developing this position, the XXI Congress of the CPSU resolved
that even before socialism is completely victorious in the world, while
capitalism still exists in part of the world, there is a real possibility
of eliminating war from the life of society. This conclusion is based
on the fact thatilifurther successesllin building a communist society exert
a strong influence on the entire international situation, lead to the
consolidation of the forces of peace and the weakening of the forces of
war, cause enormous changes not only in our country but throughout the
world, and bring about a decided shift in the area of economics in the
world arena in favor of socialism. Economics, as is well known, is the
main field of peaceful competition between socialism and capitalism.

The XXII Congress of the Communist Party defined the general stra-
tegic line of the Soviet Union for the historical period in the near fu-
ture: the period of the extensive building of the communist society. The
main problems of this period are the creation of the mater lal-technical
foundation of communism, the most complete fulfillment of the needs of
the people, and, simult.aneously, further strengthening of the economic
and defense might of the USSR. [ Editor's Note # 15 ] The fulfillment of
the five-year plan of development of the economy of the USSR for the 1966-
1970 period, adopted at the XX Congress CPSU, will be a new important
stage in solving these historical tasks.

The foreign policy of the CPSU and the Soviet government depends on
the successful fulfillment of these tasks. It is directed at creating
the most favorable conditions for building communism, for strengthening
the might of the world system of socialism, and universal support of
the struggle of peoples for national and social liberation, strengthening
the peace and averting new world war, for affirming the Leninist principle
of peaceful coexistence of governments with different social structures.

In the present era, the struggle for peace [Editor's Note # 16]
assumes, above all, the steady strengthening of the military might of the

225



1 Soviet Union and of the-entize socialist camp by development of production
forces and continuous growth of its material-technical foundation. The
historic hecessity of solving this vitally important problem is due to the
fact that as long as imperialism exists, the economic basis of wars is pre-
served, and, that reactionary forces representing the interests of capital-
ist monopolies will in the future strive for military adventures and ag-
gression. Our military strategy must take into consideration the fact
that, despite the presence and the growth of factors ensuring the preser-
vation of peace,. there remains a danger that the imperLialists will unleash
new' predatory wars and attack the. socialist countries, primarily the
Soviet Union.

The imperialist camp, as stressed in the Program of the CPSU, is
preparing a horrible crime against mankind: a nuclear world war wvicn
migri cause the unprecedented destruction of entire countries aid exter-
minate whole nations. The problem of peace and war has become a problem
of the life and death of hundreds of millions of people.

This is why the CPSU and the Soviet government consider it their
main task tv avert nuclear war. This task is acute, since the united
forces of the powerful socialist camp, the peace-loving nonsocialist coun-
tries, the international working class and all people defending the cause
of peace are interested in its accomplishment. The XXIII Congress CPSU
stressed that the conclusion of the international communist movement on
the possibility of keeping the aggressor in check and averting a new world
war keeps its validity.

Considering the conditions of the origin and the nature of modern,
wars, Soviet military strategy starts first of all with the presence and
struggle of two world social systems: the socialist system, traveling
along the path of the building communism, and conducting a policy of peace;
and the capitalist system, which has entered the third stage of the gen-
eral crisis of capitalism and which is conducting an aggressive policy
aimed at the unleashing of new wars.

Peaceful coexistence between these two world systems -- socialism
and capitalism -- is a continuation of the class struggle of these oppos-
ing systems on an international scale. But this is a conflict by peace-
ful means, without the use of violence. However, despite the fact that
the socialist camp is consistently conducting a policy of peaceful coexis-
tence, the imperialist bloc might make an adventuristic attempt to achieve
its aggressive aims by the force of weapons, i.e., by war.

The main source of the military threat today is the aggressive course
of American imperialism, which reflects the striving of US capitalist monop -

olies for world domination.

The aggressive course of the imperialistic policy is expressed in
the constant opposition of the ruling circles of the United States and
other countries in the aggressive military blocs to the peaceful settle-
ment of international problems; to the liquidation of the remains of World
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War .i!; in proclaiming the so-called "policy of liberation" of the coun-
tries of Eastern Europe; i# the continuous arms race; the stockpiltng of
nuclear weapons; the creation of missile, air force and naval basesill di-
rected againstll the countries of the socialist camp; and in the inten-
sified preparation of the armed forces and the future theaters of military
operations for conducting a nuclear war. The Western powers attempt to
draw together all the new countries into military blocs, to unite the
existing aggressive groups such as NATO, SEATO, and CENTO, into a unified
bloc under tbe" control of the United States, and to scrape together new
blocs directed against the socialist camp.

This aggressive course is manifested in the ever-increasing mili-
tarization of the economy and science, in the intensification of the poli-
tical and economic enslavement of underdeveloped countries, in the striving
by armed might to preserve the remnants of colonial rule, in the system-
atic provocations of military conflicts in various parts of the globe,
including the territories of the socialist camp. The aggressiveness of
imperialist policy is also expressed in the military-ideological prepa-
ration for a future war under the pretense of a fight against Communism,

jjin the propaganda of a "preventive war" against the Soviet Union.II

A particular danger for the cause of peace is the policy of the
revival of West German militarism by the ruling circles of the United
States, the restoration of the West German military economy, the expansion
of its armed forces, and the arming of Weet Germany with nuclear rocket
weapoi,;,. In Western Europe and other regions of the world, the aggressive
impe;-pistic blocs headed by the United States maintain strong armed
forcev in the immediate vicinity of the borders of the socialist countries.
[Editor's Note # 17 and 18 ]

In accordance with the imperialistic policy of the Western powers,
the leaders of their armed forces aLd the general staffs have developed
detailed plans for military attack against the USSR an±d other countries
of the socialist camp. These plans are clearly of an aggressive nature,
in aim and content.

This indicateia that the threat of military attack against the USSR
has by no means diminished. Moreover, recently (in the 196 0s) the danger
of the conflagration of a world war has become flmore real than previously.II
War against the Soviet Union and the entire socialist camp as a whole might
be unleashed by direct attack against the USSR or other socialist countries
or as a result of some aggressive local war against one of the nonsocialist
c ov-tries, if this war infringes on the basic interests of the socialist
countries and creates a threat to peace in the world. In any of these
cases, the unleashing of a war by an aggressor will, obviously, lead to a
new world war, in which the countries of the socialist camp will ba on one
side, and the imperialist countries and capitalist countries dependent on
on them which are united in aggressive military blocs, will be on the
other. %be overwhelming majority of the cuuntries of the world would be
drawn into such a war. It would indeed have the nature of a world coali-
tiov.
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"_%ertannosocialist .cotuntries- mighT ,ake the part of the socialist
camp in a future- war, especially during the war. The possibility of form-
ing a coalition of countries having different social-political structures
is supported by the experience of World War II, when the Soviet Union and
individual capitalist countries formed an antifascist coalition.

War between the socialist and imperialistic camps, if the aggressor
succeeds in unleashing it, would be an extreme means for solving a histor-
ical problem: armed conflict between the socialist and capitalist social
structuress.

In Soviet military strategy the position is clearly expressed that
the acute class nature of such a&,war would predetermine the extreme deci-
siveness of the political and military aims of both sides. In addition,
the widespread use of means of mass destruction would give the war an un-
precedented destructive nature. Our Armed Forces must be prepared for
such a grim, intense, and exceptionally violent war.

In a new world war, the imperialist bloc would strive for maximum
destruction of the armed forces and the deep interior of the socialist coun-
tries, attempt to liquidate their social-political system and eritablish
capitalist systems instead, and enslave the people of these countries.

The Soviet Union and the countries of peoples' democracy, in order
to protect their socialist achievements, will be forced to adopt no less
decisive aims directed towards total defeat of the armed forces of the
enemy with simultaneous disorganization of his interior zone, and towards
suppression of the enemy's will to resist, and rendering aid to the people
to free them from the yoke of imperialism.

Evaluating the real balance of all the political, economic and mil-
itary forces of the two world systems, our military strategy assesses the
situation as follows: the socialist camp has everything at its disposal
for the successful repulsion of an attack by any aggressor and for his
complete defeat. The basis for this conclusion is the complete and fi'nal
victory of socialism in the USSR, the strengthening of ýhe unity of the
socialist countries, the vigorous development of their economy, science,
and technology, and the continual growth of military power. In addition,
the socialist camp in its Just fight against aggressive forces can count
on active support from colonial and dependent countries who are waging
a courageous battle against imperialism and colonialism, and also on the
support of the people in capitalist countries who are deeply concerned with
the preservation of peace. Our evaluation of the military-strategic situ-
ation of both camps as a whole is that the position of the socialist camp
is considerably more advantageous and will ensure victory in the case of
imperialist aggression. "Such powerful, invincible forces now oppose the
aggressors that if they unleash war, then they will get nothing except
their own destruction" -- such was the conclusion made in the Report of

111the Central Committee to the XXIII Congress CPSU.

It is entirely clear that both gigantic military coalitions will
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put out massive armed forces Ih a future decisive world war; all modern
powerful and.iong-range means of combat, including lIjmultiImegaton 11 nuclear-
rocket weapons, will be used in it on a huge scale; and the most decisive
methods of military operations will be used. An enormous strain on the
moral forces of the people [Edito-i's Note #191 will be required in order
to assure I victory l in such a war.

From this it follows that the Soviet government and all the coun-
tries of the socialist camp and their armed forces must be ready primar-
ily for a world war, for a war against a militarily and economically pow-
erful co&vlition of imperialist powers. The most probable and, at the
same time, most dangerous means for the unleashing of a war by the imperi-
alist bloc against the socialist camp would be a surprise attack. Soviet
military strategy takes into account the features of a real aggressor and
considers that in contemporary circumstances, even a large war might arise
suddenly, without the threatening period characteristic of the past.

Simultaneously with preparing for a decisive battle with the aggres-
sor during a world war, the armed forces of the socialist camp must also
be prepared for small-scale local wars which might be unleashed by the
imperialists. The experience of such wars which have repeatedly arisen
during the postwar period shows that they are conducted by ways and means
which differ from those used in world wars. Therefore, Soviet military
strategy calls for the study of the means for conducting such wars in or-
der to prevent them from developing into a world war and to bring quick
victory over the enemy.

In order to correctly understand the conditions of the origin of
wars, it is necessary to distinguish the reasons for wars and the cause
for their unleashing.

The reasons for the origin of modern wars lie in the operatiuns of
the law of unevenness and spasmodic nature of the economic and political
development in capitalist countries, in the contradictions inherent to
the capitalist system, and in the struggle of the imperialists for world
domination. The direct causes of wars arising in the present era are the
aggressive imperialistic and predatory policies followed by the United
States and other strong capitalist countries, which are directed primar-
ily against the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries.

The most diverse events can become causes for unleashing war. The
ruling classes of the aggressive imperialist countries, as history has
shown, usually resort to direct fabrication of the reasons for an attack.
In the present situation, however, this problem is considerably complicated
in view of the great possibility for the so-called accidental origin of
war.

With thb frenzied arms race there is a serious danger that even a small
miscalculation by the state leaders of one country or another can lead
to the unleashing of a new war.
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Nuclear weapons can be launched not only upon command of MJone bour-
geois 111government or another, but also at the discretion of individuals et
the control paziel.

Careless operation of radar systems can cause incorrect interpre-
tation of instrument readings, and this could lead to the beginning of
military operations. Incorrect understanding of an order or the mental
disorder of an American pilot flying a bomber armed with nuclear bombs
could cause the bombs to be dropped on the territory of another country.
Indicative in this thought was the extremely dangerous episode in 1966
when as the result of an aviation catastrophe of American airplanes over
Spanish territory, four thermonuclear bombs fell. Faults in electronic
equipment in combat nuclear rocket systems could also start a war. All
this requires the greatest vigilance by our Armed Forces; it requires
great wisdom and insight by our government, political, and military lead-
ers to prevent the' accidental ,stuArt of a war.

These are the fundamental problems relating to the categories of
wars and to the conditions and causes of their origin in the present-day
situation.

MODERN MEANS OF ARMED COMBAT AND THEIR
EFFECT ON THE NATURE OF WAR

The modern age is an age of enormous growth of productive forces
and the development of science. Mankind is entering a period of the great-
est scientific and technical revolution resulting from the mastery of
atomic energy, the conquest of space, the developmeut of chemistry, the
automation of production and electronic machines, and other outstanding
achievements of science and technology. To a great extent this determines
the nature of a future world war, if the imperialists succeed in unleash-
ing one.

Therefore, in military strategy, when studying the possible nature
of a modern war, we cannot fail to take into account the present state
and the future prospects of development of science and technology.

Especially favorable conditions for the development of science and
technology have been created in the Soviet Union. In solving the main
economic problem of the party and the people as outlined in the Program
of the CPSU -- the creation of the material and technical base of commu-
nism -- a large role is given to science, which, as it develops further
and its relationship to the practice of the building of socialism is
strengthened, should become, in full measure, a direct productive force.

hjAs the CPSU Program says, lithe creation of the material-technical
foundation of communism entails the complete electrification of the coun-
try and the resulting improvements in engineering, technology, and the
organization of social production Ilin all branches of the national economy;!I
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the comprehensivelpechanization of productioni processes and their ever-
increasing automation; the widespread use of chemistry in the national
economy; the utmost development of new, economically efficient branches
of production and new forms of energy and materials; the organic union of
science and pri-duction and rapid rates of scientific-technical progress;
a high culturral-technical level of the working people; considerable superi-
ority over the most developed-Capitalist countries with respect to the
productivity of labor, which is the most important condition for the vic-
tory of comaunism.

The; creation of the material-technical support for communism simul-
taneously iolves the problem of strengthening aud developing the material-
technical •base for supplying our Armed Forces with the required amounts
of modern military equipment. The first-class heavy industry already
created in the Soviet Union is the basis for ffrther technical progress,
and for increasing the economic might and defense capabilities of the
country. The measures being taken by the CPSU to develop heavy industry
serve as a reliable guarantee that the defense needs of the country will
be fully ensured. This will be aided to a cunsiderable extent by the fur-
ther achievements or our science, which occupies an important position in
the world.

Soviet science in a number of important branches already firmly
occupies the leading place in the world. The discoveries made by our
physicists in the field of the theory of the atomic nucleus and the theory
of elementary particles, in the field of low-temperature physics, aud

* others, are among the greatest achievements of physics. The country hus
an advanced atomic industry, and the ways are open for the study of coi-
trolled thermonuclear reaction. Important investigations in the field
of mathematics have been carried out, and significant progress has been
made in the creation of electronic computers.

The achievements of science technology have enabled the Soviet
Union to be the first to use atomic energy for peaceful purposes and to
blaze a trail into space.

Priority in such outstanding stages in knowledge of the universe
as the launch of the first sputnik of Earth, the first flight of man in
space, the first group flight of men in cosmic space, the first cosmic
flight in the world of a woman, the first exit of a man iato open inter-
stellar space, belongs to the Soviet Union. The landing of an automatic
station on the surface of the moon and also flights of automatic stations
to Venus are outstanding achievements of our science. The Soviet Union
created the most powerful rockets in the world -- the carriers of cosmic
objects. The Soviet Union was the first in the world to create the hydro-
gen bomb and the intercontinental ballistic missile, and also a number of
new kinds of rocket armaments which are new in principle.

The achievements of modern science, technology, and industry in
the creation and production of nuclear charges, rockets of different typei:
and classes, and military radio-electronics constitute the base upon which
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the entire system of armament of a modern army is constructed. It must
be assumed that in the near future radical corrections will be able to
be introduced into this system as a result of the incorporation of vari-
ous cosmic means. All of this in turn conditions the nature of a futre war,
the methods of waging it, and the principles of organization of the armed
forces-.

History has shown that with the growth in productive forces, par-
ticularly industrial production, science, and technology, the means of
armed combat and military equipment as a whole develop steadily, and
their role in war increases. Moreover, the development of means of combat
inevitably also causes a change in the methods of carrying out military
operations.

The means of armed combat developed continuously and were improved
during the centuries of history of human society. However, never before
in history has this development taken place so intensively as in themiddle
of the 20th Century, especially at the beginning of the second half of it.
This is due mainly to the rapid industrial and scientific-technical prog-
ress and the outstanding discoveries in physics, chemistry, and other
natural sciences. The development of means of armed combat is also af-
fected by the aggressive policies of the principal imperialist powers,
directed against the socialist camp, and by the arms race initiated by
them.

The distinguishing feature of the development of the means of armed
combat under present-day conditions is the appearance of qualitatively
new types of weapons and military equipment and their rapid mass introduc-
tion into the armed forces, which sharply increased the fighting capabili-
ties of the latter and led to a fundamental break in the organizational
forms of the armed forces and the means for carrying out military opera-
tions on every scale. In military strategy, in military art, in military jl
affairs as a whole, a revolution has taken place.

In World War II the main role was assumed by ground troops, the
major portion of which consisted of nonmechanized infantry, armored troops,
and special auxiliary forces. The main means of fire action against the
enemy at that time were cannon artillery and aircraft, the striking depth
and power of which were relatively small. The methods used at that time
for carrying out military operations corresponded to the existing armed
forces and means of waging armed combat.

The main events in the war occurred in land theaters of action, and
the results of armed combat in these theaters, in final analysis, deter-
mined the outcome of the entire war. The nature of the war was one of
mutual destruction of the armed forces on the fronts with simultaneous
solution of the problems of seizing or holding territories. The available
means of destruction did not permit realization of a rapid change in the
balance of the participant powers, and thus there was a relatively slow
development of military operations. In World War II, although it was more
mobile than World War I, stabilized forms of combat and a certain linear-
ity in the formations and operations of the troops were nevertheless

232



retained. Action by tne belligerent parties against the enemy's deep inter-i-
or owing to the absence' of appropriate means of destruction, was negli-
gible and had no significant effect on the outcome of the war.

A fundarentally new stage in the development of means of armed com-
bat during World War II was the use, at the end of the war, of long-range
rocket weapons (the V-I and V-2), especially for the destruction of objec-
tives in the enemy's interior, as well as the use of a new powerful fire-
weapon -- the atomic boiib. This marked the appearance of completely new
means of armed combat, which should have produced and actually did produce
a fundamental revolution in military science, a revolution immeasurably
greater than that caused by the appearance of gunpowder and firearms.

The appearance of nuclear weapons is a result of the latest dis-If
11coveries of the natural sciences. The first half of the 20th Century II

ended with the technical solution of the problem of the utilization of the
enormous energy reserves of heavy atomic nuclei of uranium and thorium.
The solution of the problem of atomic fission led to the creation of the
atomic bomb. The second-half of the 20th Century will, in the opinion of
scientists, be a century of space and thermonuclear energy, which cannot

1[fail to influence the development of corresponding means of destruction JI and of the means for their delivery to the target. Ii

Nuclear weap6ns appeared in the Soviet Union at the end of the 40s
and the beginning of the 50s in the form of atomic, and then hydrogen
aviation bombs, and somewhat later in the form of nuclear charges for rock -

ets of different types and for torpedoes. In the 60s all services of*
the Soviet Armed Forces -- Strategic Rocket Troops, Ground Troops, Air
Forces, the Navy, and National PVO Troops -- have been equipped with nu-
clear weapons. [Editor's Note #20 ] Taking into account the fact that
the Soviets created hydrogen weapons before the United States, and, most
important of all, that the United States does not possess superpowered
thermonuclear charges[ Editor's Note #21] lsuch as those possessed by the
USSR, i we consider our superiority over the Western bloc in nuclear weap-
ons to be indisputable. By the admission of competent American special- i

lists, our superiority in total nuclear might of strategic rocket weapons
lis very considerable.

As concerns the level of development of our nuclear-munitions in-
dustry, the production of nuclear ammunition assures the output required
for the solution of all the problems of a possible major war. The stock-
piling of nuclear weapons and the widespread introduction of these weapons
into all services of the Armed Forces enables the strategic leadership to
use them simultaneously both to inflict massive losses on the armed forces
of the aggressor, as well as to destroy his materiel-technical war machinery
and to disrupt government and military administration.

Nuclear weapons can be used in a modern war to solve problems of
every scale: strategic, operational, and tactical. From a purely mili-
tary point of view, the use of nuclear weapons can give incomparably
greater results than conventional means of destruction. It allows us to
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carry out combat assignments within a considerably shorter period of time
than was the case in past wars. Therefore, nuclear weapons are considered
by specialists to be the most powerful and effective vrans for destruction
of the enemy when conducting all types of operationG and war as a whole.
The introduction of these weapons into the Soviet Armed Forces sharply
increased their fighting capabilities and placed at the disposal of Soviet
military strategy a powerful means for restraining an aggre'ssor and for
defending the achievements of socialism ana assuring peace.

The armed forces of the aggressors are also being widely equipped
with nuclear weapons. The main nuclear power in the West is the United
States. Great Britain has certain nuclear-weaPon reserves, while France
is beginni4 to create them. Revanchist West Germany is taking exception-
ally feverish measures to obtain nuclear weapons from the United States,
in addition to organizing its own production of them.

The West German revanchists are openly demanding atomic weapons.
Thus, the Munich extremist newspaper, Deutsche National Zeitung und Sol-
daten Zeitung, wrote in May 1966, that "such a great and powerful coun-
try as the Federal Republic of Germany has the right to decide its own
fate and to act independently, it must have atomic bombs and rockets."

It is not impossible that in time still other countries belonging
to both military groups will have nuclear weapons. [Editor's Note # 22]

The nuclear industries of the Soviet Union and the United States
are on such a plane that the stockpiles of nuclear charges have reached
enormous dimensions in these countries.

If nuclear weapons are not destroyed and if the aggressors unleash
a world war, there is no doubt, that both sides will use these weapons.
The intentions of the aggressors in this respect are well-known. The
statement made by French Marshal Juin, former Supreme Commander-in-Chief
of the NATO Armed Forces in the Central European Zone, during an interview
on November 4, 1960, is characteristic in this regard. Juin stated that
nuclear weapons would be used by NATO in the event of war even if the
enemy did not resort to their use at the start of military operations.
At the beginning of 1962 the same thing was confirmed by the then U.S.

I President, J. Kennedy, who called for the use of nuclear weapons from the
very start of a war, regardless of the consequences of this step.

Taking all this into account, we have concluded that the Armed
Forces of the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries must be pre-
pared above all to wage war under conditions of the mass use of nuclear
weapons by both belligerent parties. Therefore, the correct and profoundly
scientific solution of all the theoretical and practical questions related
to the preparation and waging of just such a war must be regarded as the
main task of the theory of military strategy and strategic leadership.

In the last decade along with the nuclear weapon the rapid devel-
opment of combat rockets of different types and classes began, especially
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rockets intended for the destruction of ground and air targets. By the
end of the 50s rocket weapons began to' be introduced into the Soviet
Armed Forces- in large quantities.

The rapid development of rocket weapons is due to their extremely
advantageous properties. These weapons have unlimited range, enormous
speed and flight altitude, great striking accuracy and great firing ma-
neaverability, ana the ability to carry a nuclear warhead of enormous
power. [Editor's Note #23] All this enables-missiles to inflict surprise
attacks and rapid and reliable destruction of ,a large number of objec-
tives simultaneously deep in the interior and at the front, which other
means of armed combat cannot do.

The above-mentioned qualities of missiles advanced them to first
place among all other means of armed combat. The development of rocket
weapons necessitated a serious reevaluation of the role of bombers and
artillery, which were the main means of destruction in the last war.

The use of strategic missiles [Editor's Note #241 will have an es-
pecially great effect on the nature of war as a whole. Their quantitative
and qualitative development in the Soviet Union has achieved such a level
that it has now become possible to destroy simultaneously the necessary
number of objectives of an aggressor in the most remote regions of the
earth and to put entire countries out of the war as a result of massed
missile attacks.

The intensive development and the enormous combat capabilities of
strategicl[lland-basedlllmissiles led to the creation of a new service of
the Soviet Armed Forces -- the Strategic Rocket Troops. These troops can,
if necessary, be used for the solution of the main 4strategic limissions
of the war, the destruction of the aggressor's means of nuclear attack --

the basis of his military might -- for the destruction of the main group-
ings of his armed forces, as well as for the destruction of IlIallillvitally
important enemy objectives.

The execution of these tasks by the Rocket Troops will create the
conditions for conducting successful operatiuns by other services of the
Armed Forces, for defending the interior of the country against enemy
nuclear attack and for rapidly attaining the military-political and stra-
tegic goals of the war and final victory.

The Strategic Troops now have such a quantity of launching devices,
rockets, and nuclear charges for them, including miultimegaton power, that
they are in a position to completely solve the problems with which they
are confronted.

Simultaneously with the Strategic Rocket Troops, the main force
for keeping the aggressor in check and for decisively defeating him in war
is the atomic rocket-carrying submarine fleet.

In addition to strategic rockets, [Editor's Note #25] rockets are
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also being developed which have been introduced into the National PVO
Troops, the Ground- Troops, the Navy, and the Air Forces. These rocket
weapons are becoming t)e basic means o± destroying land, air, and sea tar-
gets. They have fundamentally altered the appearance of all former ser-
vices of the Armed Forces and immeasurably increased their fighting pos-
sibilities.

Thus, rockets are the most effective and the most promising means
of armed combat. The massive use of nuclear rockets substantially alters
the nature of war and the methods of waging it and imparts to war an ex-

Itremely decisive asid destructive character.

One of the important positions of Soviet military doctrine is that
a world war, if unleashed by the imperialists, will inevitably assume the
nature of a nuclear-rocket war, i.e., a war in which the main means of
destruction will be nuclear weapons, while the main means of delivering
them to the target will be rockets.

The mass use of atomic ana thermonuclear weapous with unlimited
possibilities of delivering them to any target in a matter of minutes
with the aid of rockets will make it possible to achieve within the short-
est time possible military results of the utmost decisiveness at any dis-
tance and over enormous territory.

It should be emphasized that, with the international relations
existing under present-day conditions and the present level oi development
or military equipment, any armecd coidliet will inevitably escalate into
a general nuclear war if the nuclear powers are drawn into this conflict.

The logic of war is such that if a war is unleashed by the aggres-
sive circles of the United States, it will immediately be transferred to
the territory of the United States of America. All weapons -- ICBM's)
missiles from submarines, and other strategic weapons -- will be used in
this military conflict.

Those countries on whose territory are located military bases of
the US, NATO, and other military blocs, as well as those countries which
create these military bases for aggressive purposes, would also be subject
to shattering attacks in such a war. A nuclear war would spread instan-
taneously over the entire globe.

The enormous destructive power of the already existing types of
nuclear weapons is well known. This power, multiplied by the mass use
of nuclear charges with the help of rockets, a reliable and accurate
means of delivering them to the target, gives an idea of the nature of
a nuclear-rocket warilland its consequences. 1II

The power of the types of Ilithermonuclear illbombs existing at pres-
ent exceeds several times over the power of all the explosives used dur-
ing World War II and even during the entire existence of mankind. It
suffices to point out that while during the period 1940-1945 Anglo-American
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aircraft in a huge number of air raids were able to drop. about 2 million
tons of bombs on objectives in Germany and in German-occupied countries,
at present one strategic missile is capable of delivering to a& target a
nuclear charge ll teni Itimess more"powerful than the total explosive power
of the conventional explosives contained in these 2 million tons of bombs.

According to the calculations of scientists, up to 1.5 million
people can be annihilated immediately and approximately 400, 000 more peo-
ple may perish from the subsequent radiation as a result of the explosion

Sonf l the onuclear l11b b in an industrial region. Even a llithe -nuclear ll
bomb o average power would suffice to wipe a large city from the face -of
the earth.

British scientists have concluded that four megaton bombs, one each
on London, Birmingham, Lancashire, and Yorkshire, would annihilate a mini-
mum of 20 million people.

Soviet and foreign specialists have calculated that approximately
100 nuclear charges in the 2-megaton :range dropped within a short space o.
time on a country with a developed industry and territory of approximately
300-500 thousand square kilometers would suffice to transform all of its
industrial regions and administrative-political centers into a mass of ruins
and its territory into wasteland contaminated with death-dealing radio-
active materials.

Of special interest are the data co..cerning the possible losses in
the United States. [ Editor's Note # 26 1

In one of the official documents of the U.S. Congress it is men-
tioned that if in the initial period of the war 263 thermonuclear strikes
with an average TNT equivalent of approximately 5 megatons each are made
on the most important objectives in the United States, these strikes will
destroy, according to the calculations of the authors of the document, 132
large military objectives, many different important industrial plants, and
71 large cities. The total area of radioactive contamination will amount
to almost half the nation. As a result, 50% of the population of the United
States will be subject to destruction by nuclear weapons.

According to calculations of the U.S. Health Service, as a result
of a nuclear attack on American cities, [ Editor's Note # 27]the majority
of these cities would be destroyed, the water supply will be 90 percent
destroyed, and a large quantity of medicine will become unusable. Natu -
rally, under these conditions mass fatal infectious diseases would be un-
avoidable.

A few years ago, the American scientists, 1lilliam Kellog and Charles
Shafer in their report to a special sub-committee on radiation of the USA
Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy presented rudimentary cal-
culations on the probable results -of nuclear strikes against the USA in
the event of war. At that time in the USA, it was considered that 250
nuclear strikes with a total power of 2500 megatons can be delivered to
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their objectives. It was asserted in the report that, as a-result of
these strikes in the very first day of the war, 42 million people will
be killed (out of the US population of 175 million).

Later (at the end of 1963), the well-known US scientist, Nobel
prize winner, Linus Pauling, wrote that according to his calculations, the
Soviet Union has a total nuclear-strike capability of more than 10,000
megatons in force, and that as a result of such a strike against the USA
"almost all the people will be killed and the whole country placed in
ruins."

Studies conducted by the scientists Hugh Everett and George Pugh
(Institute for Defense Analysis in Washington), led them to conclude that
with a nuclear missile strike with a total power of 10,000 megatons, 170
out of 190 people in the USA will perish within 60 days after the begin-
ning of the war; 15 million will suffer seriously a.d 5 million will re-
main relatively unharmed, if one does not include the results of the ra-
dioactive radiation. In addition, the American scientists underline thst
the number of victims mentioned is not indicative from the viewpoint of
the over-all nmber of the dead and wounded: "The disorganization of the
society, the breakdown in the means of communication and information, the

Idestruction of livestock, the genetic harm, and the slow manifestation
of radioactive poisoning from the penetration of organisms by radioactive
substances together with contaminated food products can, to a large extent,
increase over-all losses."

In the fundamental work Strategy of Survival based on studies em-
ploying mathematical methods, the Americans T. Martin and D. Letem, gave
an analysis of the probable losses as a result of nuclear strikes, not
only against cities, but also against military objectives in the USA.
Such a method of calculation is, without doubt, correct, inasmuch as the
strikes against the military objectives will likewise inevitably lead to
substantial losses among the population.

According to the calculations of the authors of the Strategy of
Survival , several tens of millions of citizens,. living in areas located
near launch facilities for intercontinental missiles, near bases for stra-
tegic aviation and other military objectives, as well as the inhabitants
of 303 US cities, in the event of war, will be subjected to destructive
nuclear strikes. The authors point out that about 100 million Americans
may find themselves subject to the effect of a shock wave anm light irradi-
ation and 80 million subject to the threat of contamination by radioac-
tive fallouts.

According to the calculations of other American specialists, pub-
lished in the magazine Saturday Evening Post in the article with the
characteristic title "Only Few Will Survive," a strike against American
bases for strategic aviation, submarine and missile bases will lead to an
immediate loss of 56 million people and to the fatal irradiation of an
additional 117 million.
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Such is the general picture of the results of nuclear strikes a-
gainst the USA drawn by American scientists.

The unavoidable enormous losses of the USA in the event of a nu-
clear war were also openly discussed by certain official representatives
in American government circles and in particular by Secretary of Defense
R. McNamara. Thus, in 1965, he officially admitted that a strike by the
Soviet strategic. missiles against only 200 US cities, could, in a few
hours, lead to the destruction of almost 150 million people and two-thirds
of the American industrial potential.

It should be emphasized that a significant part of the statistical
material presented since it was taken from foreign sources far from cor-
responds to the probable results of nuclear blows. The fact is that if
the Soviet Union is forced to fight, it will have fully sufficient means
to deliver nuclear strikes against an incomparably greater number of most
varied objectives belonging to any aggressor and with charges of a much
greater force than 5 megatons. It goes without saying, that the use of
super-powerful thermonuclear charges, undergoing still further develop-
ment, will have increased the destructive and exterminating character of
a future war to a colossal degree. [Editor's Note # 28]

The losses in a world nuclear war will not only be suffered by the
USA and their NATO allies, but also by the socialist countries. The logic
of a world nuclear war is such that in the sphere of its effect would fall
an overwhelming majority of the world's states. As a result of a war many
hundreds of millions of people would perish, and most of the remaining
alive, in one respect or another, would be subject to radioactive contam-
ination.

This is why we are talking of the unacceptability of a world nuclear
war, of the necessity for its prevention, of the realization of total dis-
armament and of the destruction of the stockpiles of nuclear weapons.

The supreme catastrophic threat of a world nuclear rocket war is
hovering like a spectre over mankind. It can break out suddenly as a
result of an initially local military conflict. The alternative to a
devastating world nuclear war is the peaceful coexistence of states with
different social orders.

In addition to nuclear and rocket weapons, there has emerged on
the scene still another new, very important military-technical factor,
which in the future will undoubtedly have a very serious effect on the
nature of war. We are speaking of military radioelectronic devices, in
particular, the introduction into the armed forces of electronic computers
and machines of different types and purposes, as well as other devices
for automating and mechanizing the processes of control of combat equip-
ment and troops as a whole.

The further development and mass introduction into the armed forces
of the latest military radioelectronic devices, mainly electronic computers,
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will significantly increase the fighting capabilities of the armed forces.
This, in turn, will alter the methods and the nature of military opera-
tions and will increase their maneuverability and mobility.

The exceptiohal importance of radioelectronic and automation devices
in a modern war is determined primarily by the fact that they constitute
an integral part of missile control systems, and without them neither the
development nor the use -of these decisive weapons is possible. [Editor's
Note # 29]

Military radioelectronics assures not only the use of missiles,
II antimissilesil andý other technical means of combat, butjljalso reconnaissance, III

the cor.trol of troops, forces, and weapons as a whole; It is the basis
of the solution of the problem of complex automation of the processes of
staff activity. Without complex automation, effective command of the armed

jforces and consequentJ.y their successful use in a modern war will be im-
possible.

More and more attention has been devoted in recent years to
the creation of comprehensive automated command systems in the armies of
the biggest cownries. Such systems, based on the use of new automated
communications systems and electronic computers designed especially for
military use, are being developed and incorporated into all services of
the armed forces. They embrace command echelons from general staff to
subunits and take in launch sites, individual aircraft and submarines.
Space craft can only be guided by automated systems.

The development and introduction of nuclear and rocket weapons, as
well as of radioelectronic equipment, has led to fundamental changes in
almost all other means of armed combat. As a result, the importance and
strategic significance of the services of the armed forces, as well as
the methods of using them in war, have changed profoundly, thus imparting
an entirely new nature to war.

It is entirely obvious that no matter how important the role of
such means of strategy as Strategic Rocket Troops andJllrocket-carrying III
submarines llmay be in a future war, victory over the aggressor can be
achieved only by the combined efforts of all means of waging war: Ground
Troops, National PVO Troops, Air Forces, and the Navy jlas a wholejjwith
the active participation of the people.

In order to achieve these decisive political and military goals
with which the socialist coalition will be confronted in a future war, it
is not nearly enough to destroy the enemy's means of nuclear attack, to
defeat his main forces by nuclear-rocket attacks, and to disorganize the
interior. For final victory in this clearly-expressed class war it will
be absolutely necessary to bring about the complete defeat of the enemy's
armed forces, to deprive him of strategic bridgeheads, to liquidate his
military bases, and to seize strategically important regions. Moreover,
we must not allow enemy ground armies, air, and naval landing forces to
invade the territories of the socialist countries; we must hold these
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territories; the internal security of the socialist• countries must be pro-
tected from subversive -actions of the aggressor. All these and a number
of other problems can be solved only by the Ground Troops in cooperation
with the other services. of the Armed Forces.

Therefore, the Ground Troops will undoubtedly play an important
r-!e in achieving the fir.xl &.als of the war.

The equipping of ',he Ground Troops with operational-tactical rock-
ets [Editor's Note # 301gives them new fIghting qualities, increases
their capability for defeating enemy groupings in land theaters, and elim-
inates the necessity of carrying out military operations with large com-
pact masses of ll(motorizedIllinfantry.

The main means of fire of the Ground Troops are now their operational-
tactical rocket units and formations, armed with nuclear and other
rockets with a range of several to many hundreds of kilometers. In addi-
tion, conventional weapons, in particulir, artillery, play an important
role in the Ground Troops. The theory of Soviet military strategy antic-
ipates that even in a nuclear-rocket war conventional weapons will be
widely used and that they must be skillfully uLoed in conjunction with nu-
clear weapons; they must supplement them.

Let us point out the following fact. The Soviet motorized infan-
try division, with respect to number of personnel, is smaller than at the
end of the last war. On the other hand, however, the weight of one of its
salvos, without taking rocket weapons into account, has increased more
than fourfold. There are more tanks in the present Soviet motorized in-
fantry and tank divisions than in the motorized infantry and tank corps
during the Great Patriotic War or in the corresponding divisions of any
NATO country.

The capabilities of the probable aggressor with respect to the in-
fliction of mass nuclear attacks on vitally important centers of the coun-
triev of the socialist camp and the main groupings of the armed forces of
the= countries lead to the conclusion that in a future war the role of
the PVO (air defense) and PRO (antimissile defense) will increase signif-
icantly.

Characteristic of PVO and PRO at the present stage of its develop-
ment is the equipping of these forcesll first of all with rockets of vari-
ous ranges and altitudes of destruction, Ii new types of fighter planes,
radioelectronic devices for long-range detection, and automated control
systems. The introduction of these means has greatly increased the fight-
ing capabilities in combat with present-day means ofill aerospace llattack.

The reequipping of the National PVO Troops from antiaircraft ar-
tillery to surface-to-air ro kets has produced exceptional fighting ad-
vantages. This is clearly illustrated by the -following facts. Duriug
the last war an average of 400-600 shells were used to destroy a single
enemy plane by means of antiaircraft artillery. A modern plane, on the
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other hand, traveling at an enormous speed and at an altitude twice that
which can be reached by antiaircraft 5hells, can be knocked down with
the' first, or, at most, the second rocke6. This has been fully confirmed

I by the combat actions of the PVO Troops of the Democratic Republic of
Vietnam.

An investigation of the present and future development of modern
means of armed combat indicates that the Air Forces in a future war will
play a different role than in the last war. At that time aircraft were
the longest-range means of destruction in the zone of combat operations
of troops and the only means of strikiug objectives in the _.-nemy's rear
areas. Aircraft also had the most powerful ammunition in comparison with
other types of weapons.

Now the situation has changed sharply. Rocxets are now a longer-
range, more powerful, and more effective means of destruction. Moreover,
modern PVO has become almost insurmountable for bomber aircraft. Conse-
quently, its role in war hýs changed; aviation itself has undergone great
modernization.

Thus., obsolete military piston planes have been entirely replaced
by aiodern jet planes, including supersonic long-range bombers. Cannon-
'machinegun aircraft weapons have been replaced by rocket weapons. In
recent yeare the speed and ceiling of military planes has increased by a
factor of 1.5-2.5. Rocket-carrying aircraft are being more and more widely
introduced; these are capable of inflicting nuclear rocket attacks on an
aggressor from great distances without entering the air defense zone.

Such tasks of aviation as reconnaissance and transporting of troops
and materiel will obviously occupy a very important place in a future war.

The development and mass introduction into the Armed Forces of
nuclear rocket means of destruction have led to a reconsideration of the
importance and th9 role of the Navy in war. In a future war the impor-
tance of the fleet as a whole will be determined by the nature of the new
problems vhich it will be required to solve, jjl in destroying objectives
of the enemy both on the high seas and on dry land.(II

The main fighting weapons of the Navy of the USSR are now subma-
rines which in a nuclear rocket war are incomparably more effective than
surface vessels. Moreover, strategy considers atomic submarines armed
with powerful nuclear rocket weapons as the basis of our submarine fleet.
Naval rocket-carrying aviation will carry out combat operations in con-
junction with submarines.

The strength of our fleet haa been greatly increased by equipping
it with new means of combat. It has become capable of solving the active
missions entrusted to it far beyond the confines of Soviet waters. Modern

illatomiclIlrocket-carrying submarines are Iarmed with ballistic missiles
with underwater start and great range of launch-III
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The development of the services of the Armed Forces will be consid-
ered in detail in Chapter V.

This brief survey of the state of the basic modern means of armed
combat and their effect on the nature of war has enabled us to draw the
entirely well-founded conclusion that a future world war, from the point
of view of means of armed combat, will be above all a nuclear rocket war.
The basis of waging it will be the mass use of nuclear rockets by all
services of the armed forces, but primarily by the Strategic Rocket Troops

I and atomic rocket-carrying submarines.J1 IIWe must anticipate that in this
war the aggressor will use chemical an bacteriological weapons in com-
bination with nuclear weapons.

THE MILITARY-STRATEGIC FEATURES OF A FUTURE WORLD WAR

Tne use of qualitatively new means of combat in the future world
nuclear rocket war will naturally lead to significant changes in the military-
strategic goals of both sides and will cause a fundamental break
in the methods of waging war and military operations.

In all previous wars the main military-strategic goals of the
belligerent parties were the defeat or weakening of the enemy's armed forces
and, as a result of this, the seizure and retention of vitally important
regions or administrative-political centers. The achievement of these
goals generally assured the realization of the political goals which
were set in the war.

Under these conditions the adversaries, depending on their polit-
ical and military-strategic goals, as well as on the possibilities of
their armed forces, used offensive or defensive methods of waging war or
a combination of both methods. The main events occurred in theaters of
action (ground and naval) with direct contact between both sides, since
there were no long-range strategic means of destruction.

In World War II, as a result of the appearance of such strategic
means as long-range bomber aircraft, the belligerents acquired the ability
to inflict attack not only on the armed forces of the enemy to a greater
depth than formerly, but on objectives in the enemy interior. As a result,
aerial bombardment was added to the military operations directly on the
battlefield for the purpose of disorganizing the interior.

It should be noted in this regard that attacks on objectives in
the interior of the belligerent parties had no decisive effect on the
course and outcome of World War II. The military-strategic goals of the
war were, in essence, attained by defeating the enemy's armed forces in
theaters of 'tary operations and by seizing vitally important regions
and administ. ie-political centers of the enemy.

What will be the characteristic features of a war of the future
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from the point of view of its military-strategic goals and the means of
waging it?

On the basis of the above-considered political aud military goals
of the two camps, it may be assumed that the belligerents will use the
most decisive means of waging war with, above all, the mass use of nu-
clear rocket weapons for the purpose of achieving the annihilation or
capitulation of the enemy in the shortest possible time.

The question arises of what, under these conditions, •constitutes
the main military'strategic goal of the war: the defeat of the enemy's
armed forces, as was the case in the past, or the aniiihilation and des-
truction of objectives in the enemy interior au~d the disorganization of
the latter?

The theory of Soviet military strategy gives the following answer
to this question: both of tnese goals should be achieved simultaneously.
The annihilation of the enemy's armed forces, the destruction of objec-

* tives in the rear areas, and disorganization of the interior will be a
single continuous prccess of the war. Two main factors are at the root
of this solution of the problem: rirst, the need to decisively defeat
the aggressor in the shortest possible time, for which it will be neces-
sary to deprive him simultaneously of his military, political, and eco-
nomic possibilities of waging war; second, the real possibility of lour
achieving these goals simultaneously with the aid of existing means of
armed combat.

The probable enemy's targets, comprising his military might and
his economic 9ad moral-political potential, are located over an enormous

SIarea, deep withia his territory and on other continents. In order to
annihilate and destroy them, long-range strategic means cr destruction
and the methods of armed combat corresponding to these means will be re-
quired. The proportion of these military operations in the entire armed
combat will increase sharply. At the same time, the military operations
which will have to be carried out over a relatively small depth, where
groupingn, of 2nemy ground troops are concentrated, will in a future war
be much less important. [ Editor's Note # 31]

All this shows that the relationship between the role and impor-
tance of armed combat waged by forces in direct contact with the enemy
in the zone of combat action, employing 11simultaneously ltactical, oper-
ational and JI strategicll means of destruction on the one hand and the
role and importance o? armed combat waged beyond the confines of this
zone by strategic means llalone lj on the other hand has shifted abruptly
toward an increase in the role and importance of the latter.

Thus, the means of acting against an enemy, the methods and ways
of armed combat, the metnods of waging a future world war as a whole,
will, in principle, differ from those in previous wars, World War II
in particular.

Mass nuclear-rocket strikes will be of decisive importance for
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the attainment of goais in future world war. The infliction of these
assaults will be the main, decisive method of waging war.

Armed combat in ground theaters of military operations will also
take-*place differently. The defeat of the enemy's groupings of ground
troops, the destruction of his rockets, aircraft, and nuclear weapons
in carrying out any operations, will be achieved mainly'by carrying out
nuclear-rocket strikes. This will lead to the formation of numerous zones
of continuous destruction, devaste.tion, and radioactive contamination.
Great poLsibilities are created for waging extensive maneuverable offen-
sive operations with the aid of highly-mobile mechanized troops. Trench
warfare is obviously a thing of the past, It has been replaced by
rapid, maneuverable fighting operations carried out simultaneously or
consecutively in individual regions at different depths of the zone
of military operations.

TWhile in the past war the main problem of attack was the method-
ical breakthrough of deeply echeloned, strongly consolidated defense

zones, now the possibility of the liwideiuse of the nuclear weapon re-
moves this problem from the agenda.

Formerly an attack was usually carried out along a solid front
in closed battle formations, slowly, against the defending enemy who
assumed the same operational position. Now it will be carried out by
mobile shock groupings along the main directions at lightning speeds
with rapid appearance at a considerable depth of the enemy's position.,
Formerly, attacking troops were usually cunfronted with the task of
seizing an entire locale within the boundaries of the attack, while
now they have only to seize those individual vitally important regions
and centers which are not destroyed or demolished by nuclear-rocket
strikes.

The means of defensive troop operations are also changing fumda-
mentally, Defense will be conducted on the basis of lightning maneu-
vers of groupings of highly mobile troops, and counterattacks in combina -
tion with stubborn retention of the main regions. The defense will be
based on the retention of the main regions in the probable directions
of enemy attack. Linear defense constructed on continuous zones will
obviously not be used.

Profound changes will take place in the methods of carrying out
military operations in naval theaters. It is characteristic that al-
ready during World War II up to half of all fleet losses were the re-
sults of aircraft operations. With widespread use of strategic nuclear
rocket weapons the main task in naval theaters will also be accomplished
by means of these weapons. [Editor's Note #32] The waging of military
operations based on the use of large formations of surface ships will
disappear from the scene, together with the surface ships themselves.
In a future war the tasks of destroying shore targets, of defeating
poupings of the naval forces of an aggressor, his assault carrier for-
mations and rocket-carrying submarines at bases and on the high seas,
disruption of sea and ocean communications, will be accomplished by
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strikes of rocket troops and mobile operations of rocket-carrying sub-
marines cooperating with rocket-carrying aircraft.

Because the probable enemy considers "nuclear attack" to be the
main means for achieving the goals of a future war, and because he con-
siders [Editor's Note #33] "ground-to-ground"[ Editor's Note #34] and
"ship-tooground" missiles to be the main means of delivery of nuclear
charges to the target, bne of the cardinal problems for Soviet military
strategy is the reliable protection of the rear of the country from nu-
clear strikes [Editor,% Note #35] -- PRO antimissile defense

A further improvement in the means of antimissile [Editor's Note #36]
defense, based primarily on the automatic control of surface-to-air missile
complexes, [ Editor's Note #37] and mastery of the methods of using them,
organization of defense against means of mass destruction, and also the
carrying out of other measures should reduce as much as possible the
losses from enemy nuclear attacks and ensure the vital functioning of
the rear area and the fighting capabilities of the Armed Forces.

At the same time it must be taken into account that under present-
day conditions the methods and means of nuclear attack unquestionably pre-
dominate over the methods and means of protection against them. Conse-
quently, the threat of a [Editor's Note #38] nuclear attack by the ag-
gressor remains.

The possibility of an [Editor's Note #39] attack by an aggressor
making mass use of nuclear weapons immeasurably increases the require-
ments of constant combat readiness of the Armed Forces. At the present
time the bringing of troops into combat readiness must be measured not
by days and in a number of cases not even by hours. For many units
and formations it is now a matter of minutes. This applies particularly
to the Rocket TroopsIlland atomic rocket-carrying submarines, lthe main
means of inflicting mass nuclear attacks on the aggressor, and also
to the National PVO Troops whose duty it is to repel any enemy attack
by air and to protect the most important regions and objectives of the
country, and the Armed Forces, from nuclear attack. The troops in
the frontier military district, as well. as fleets and aircraft, must be
in a state of constant combat readiness. Every unit, every formation
must be ready, at a signal or upon command, to proceed immediately to
the execution of its combat assignment. Only such an exceptionally
high degree of readiness of the basic forces and weapons can assure the
solution of the problem of frustrating an enemy attack and repelling
his (Editor's Note #40] strike.

A future world war will require of the Soviet Armed Forces, of the
entire socialist camp, the use of the main military forces from the very
outset of the war, literally in the very first hours and minutes, in or-
der to achieve the most decisive results in the shortest time possible.
This requirement of strategy derives from the fact that the very first
mass nuclear assaults by the aggressor may cause such losses in the rear
and such troop losses that the people and the country will be placed in
an extremely serious situation. Therefore, not only is a high degree of
combat readiness of the Armed Forces required, but the entire country
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must be .specially prepared for war against the aggressor.

The waging of war by the above-mentioned ways and means may funda-
mentally alter the former notions of the development of armed combat ac-
cording to periods or stages of war. It simultaneously attests to an
extraordinary increase in the role of the initial period of the war.

The peacetime stockpiles of nuclear weapons and their carriers --
[Editor's Note #41] may "oe used in full measure by tee belligerents

from the very first minutes of the war to destroy and annihilate the most
important enemy objectives throughout his territory, in order to achieve
the main political and military-strategic goals within a brief period of
time at the very outset of the war. Therefore, the initial period of a
present-&dy nuclear-rocket war will obviously be the main and decisive
period and will predetermine the development and the outcome of the en-
tire war. Armed combat in this period will obviously be the most violent
and destructive.

One of the characteristic features of a future war will be its
enormous spatial scope. The decisiveness of the political and military
goals o. the adversaries will cause armed combat to be waged not only in
the zone of contact between the adversaries, but, in essence, over the
entire territory of the countries in the belligerent coalitions, since
both sides will strive to completely disorganize the enemy rear. The
mass nature, the high degree of strategic maneuverability, and the long-
range nature of the means of destruction will assure the placing of the
enemy under fire over his entire territory, including its most remote
regions. As a result of the enormous dimensions of these territories
and the features of the military-geographical positions of the adversar-
ies, the war would encompass practically every continent of the world.
The war will be waged not only on land and sea, but along long-distance
lines of communication as well. The concept of "geographic expanse"
of war in the future will require a substantial supplementation inasmuch
as military operations may embrace outer space.

The enormous spatial scope of a future war requires the development
and improvement, above all, of those means of destruction which would be
capable of really solving the problems over any distance. Such means in-
clude strategic rockets, rocket-carrying nuc~ear submarines, and, to a
certain extent, rocket-carrying aircraft.

For a correct explanation of the special features of modern war
the Leninist teachings concerning the role of the masses in war are of
fundamental importance.

Concerning the defeat of Czarism in the Russo-Japanese War V. I.
Lenin wrote: "Wars are now waged by the people, and therefore a great
characteristic of war stands out very sharply in our time: the unmask-
ing, before the eyes of tens of millions of people, of the disparity be-
tween the people and the government, which up to this time has been ap-
parent to only a small class-conscious minority.' [9 ] In modern wars the
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disparity between the interests of the people and the aggressive policy
of the imperialist; government stands out even more sharply. Depending
on the level of political maturity and the aggregate of objective con-
ditions, the masses, during the waging of predatory wars by their gov-
ernments, ,either passively resist the continuation of war, or wage an
active struggle against it. The result of the class xontradictions which,
according to lenin, rend peoples asunder during waging of predatory,
unjust wars, always was and always will be the absence of unity within
imperialist countries and the impossibility of inducing all the people
to support the war.

The political goals of just wars, wars of liberation, in the de-
fense of a socialist state are close and comprehensible to the broadest
masses, and therefore during the entire war they consciously and actively
support and carry out the policy of their government. In this sense,
the cointries of the socialist camp have an indisputable and reliable
advantage over the countries of the capitalist world.

A future war will be a clash between two military coalitions with
vast human resources at their disposal. [Editor's Note # 42]

A future war will require an approach to the use of the human con-
tingents of a state that differs from the approach used in the past.
Modern complex military equipment requires a large number of maintenance
personnel, particularly engineers and technicians.

The proportion of engineering and technical personnel is growing
continuously in all the armies. In the Soviet Armed Force: at the end
of the last war there was one regular unit of engineering and technical
personnel for every 4.2 regular units of command personnel, and in the
Ground Troops there was actually one for every 5.7 major units. In the
postwar years the picture changed sharply; now there is one regular unit
of engineering and technical personnel for every 1.5 regular units of
command personnel in the Armed Forces as a whole and for every 3 units
in the Ground Troops. By the beginning of 1960 the engineering and tech-
nical personnel constituted almost thirty-eight percent of all officers.
There were twice as many as in 1941. It is characteristic also that of
every hundred officers in the Rocket Troops 72 of them are engineers and
technicians. The increase in the number of engineers and technicians in
our Armed Forces is undoubtedly due not only to the complexity of modern
military equipment, but to the ever-greater dpgree to which the Armed
Forces are technically equipped.

An increase in the proportion of engineering and technical person-
nel will also be determined, to a considerable extent, by the extensive
introduction of nuclear and rocket weapons and radioelectronic military
devices, the appearance of which led to the creation of special forma-
tions of troops, both combat and maintenance, as well as staff apparatus
in the armies and in the central agencies of the Armed Forces.

The widespread use in a future war of means of mass destruction
will cauue considerable losses in the personnel of the armed forces, as
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a result of which there arises the need for having a large quantity of
military-trained manpower reserves to replenish the active armies and
create new formations. Serious losses-due to weapons of mass destruc-
tion will be inflicted not ohly on-the active armies and the strategic
reserves, but also on the civilian pbpulAtion in the interior of the
country. Therefore, large contingents-of medical personnel will be re-

quired and also different kinds of specialists for organizing sani-
tary measures and eliminating the consequences of a nuclear, chemical,
and bacteriological attack by the aggressor.

Enormous manpower losses were characteristic of belligerent states
in the previous world wars. During World War I these losses amounted to
7.5 million men in the German Army, 7 million ih the Russian Army, 4.6
million in the French Army, and 3.1 million in the British Army.

According to the Western press, during World War II Germany lost

12 million men, mainly on the Soviet-German front.

The data concerning the losses of our former allies in this war
are of special interest. The irrevocable U.S. losses amounted to only
417,000 men, while those of Britain amounted to 771,000. This by the
way, clearly attests to how passive the military operations of the U.S.
and British Armed Forces were in the struggle against the Fascist bloc.

As the experience of wars indicates, the mass introduction into
the armed forces of increasingly complex a,"d highly effective equipment
leads naturally to an increase in the makeup of the most technically
equipped services of the armed forces a~d service arms, as well as to an
over-all increase in the manpower of the armed forces, both in troops
directly carrying out military operations and in different types of
maintenance units, institutions, headquarters, etc. Taking all this into
account, Soviet military strategy has concluded that, in spite of the
extensive introduction of nuclear weapons, as well as the latest types
of military equipment, a future world war will require mass armed forces.

The massiveness of tne armed forces is de'ermined, moreover, by
the fact that a large number of countries will be involved in the war
on both sides, as well as by the increase in the spatial scope of the
war and, consequently, by the need for protecting and defending the enor-
mous territories of the interior regions and communications of all
types and of great length.

Consequently, we cannot fail to point out the complete groundless-
ness of modern bourgeois theories 'which advocate, for class reasons and
out of fear of arming the masses, the idea of waging war with small
professional arimieis, highly equipped technically. Similar theories have
been advocated in the past. Before World War I, in official documents
of certain general staffs, as well as in military literature, attempts
were made to prove that with the increasing power and rapidity of fire
of the weapons of that time it would be quite sufficient to rely on
the forces of mobilized troops and reserve armies and the armament re-
serves which had bee4 stockpiled in peacetime. However, the actual sit- i
uation, as is known, upset all these calculations.
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At the present time the largest capitalist countries maintain mass

armies even in peacetime. It is known that the U.S. armed forces in 111966111
contained more thanI 3 (((million men.

These data show that modern armed forces, with respect to their
numbers,. are already mass armies in principle, and in the event of the
unleashing of an aggressive war by the imperialist countries they -can
be considerably increased.

Thus, a future world war between two coalitions of countries be-
longing to the imperialist and socialist camps will undoubtedly be waged
by mass armed forces, despite the high level of their technical equip-
ment and the most extensive use of nuclear-rocket means of destruction
with their enormous combat effectiveness.

It goes without saying that mass multimillion-man armed forces can
be organized in a future war only by countries with enormous populations.
But this is not all there is to the matter. The rational use of the
manpower resources of a country, both for call-up into the Armed Forces
as well as for work in the national economy, depends to a great extent
on the nature of the social and political system, on the level of devel-
opment, and on the special features of organization and planning of the
economy. The experience of the Civil War and, in particular, the Great
Patriotic War showed that the Soviet socialist system possesses in this
respect an indisputable and important advantage over the capftalist syste-

Not only the mobilization possibilities of countries, but also
the quality of the personnel of the armed forces depend on the nature of
the social and governmental system. The level of prosperity and culture
of a people decides an aspect of personnel which is very important for
war, namely, the physical and, in a modern war, the technical training.

Under conditions where the armed forces include tens of millions of
men, and war assumes an exceptionally intense and violent nature, the
importance of the morale and the combat esprit of the troops increases
to a greater degree than in any war in the past. With wide-spread use
of nuclear means of destruction, the personnel are required to endure
extremely great moral and physical stress; there must be exceptional
organization, discipline, courage, steadfastness and the ability to fight
effectively under any conditions, even the most difficult, and to use
the military equipment to the utmost.

As was shown by the Great Patriotic War all these qualities are
possessed in full measure by the personnel of the Soviet Armed Forces
rallying around the Communist Party, ready to endure any privations and
hardships, to defend their socialist achievements and their socialist
Fatherland from the encroachments of any aggressor.
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This analysis of the essence of modern war, the conditions under

which it arises, and the ways and means of waging it makes it possible
to draw the following fundamental generalized conclusions concerning the
possible nature of a future war.

In the modern era, despite the fact that war is not fatally in-
evitable, and despite the unrelenting struggle for peace by the Soviet
Union and the entire socialist camp, as well as by all men of good will,
the occurrence of wars is not excluded. The bases for such a conclusion
are the insoluble economic and political contradictions of imperialism,
the violent class struggle in the international arena, the aggressive

course of the politics of world reaction and, above all, the U.S. monop-
olists, as well as the intensified preparation for war by the imperial-
ist countries.

If a war against the USSR or any other socialist country is un-

leashed by the imperialist bloc, such a war might [ Editor's Note #43]
take the nature of a world war with the majority of the countries in
the world participating in it.

In its political and sccial essence a new world war will be a

decisive armed clash between two opposed world social systems. This war
will naturally end in victory for the progressive Communist social-economic

6ysiem over the reactionary capitalist social-economic system,
which is historically doomed to destruction. The guarantee .,r such an
outcome of the war is the real balance between the political, economic,
and, military forces of the two systems, which has changed in favor of
the socialist camp. However, victory in a future war will not come by
itself. It must be thoroughly prepared for and assured.

One of the fundamental questions is the problem of assuring quan-
titative and qualitative military-technical superiority over the probable
aggressor. This requires the possession of an appropriate military-econm*
base and the broadest enlistment of the forces of science and tech-
nology to resolve this problem.

The XXIII Congress CPSU stressed that from the condition of the
economy of a state hangs its defensive might. This is especially true
in modern conditions when complicated and expensive weapons production
needs a high level of science and techn6logy. The Soviet Union is per-
sistently developing its economy, strengthening thereby its defense
capability, the might of all the socialist camp. The revolutionary gains
of our people and other peoples -- as pointed out at the Congress --

would be threatened if they were not directly or indirectly supported
by the enormous military might of the countries of the socialist camp,
and primarily, of the Soviet Union.

The ability of a nation's economy to engage in mass production of
military equipment, especially nuclear rocket w, 3ons, to create a superi-
ority over the enemy in modern means of armed ibat determines thr ma-
terial prerequisites of victory. A decisive factor for the outcome )f a
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future war will be the ability of the economy to assure the maximum
strength of the Armed Forces, in order to inflict a devastating strike
upon the ag.essor during the initial period of the war.

The CPSU Central Committee and the Soviet government are con-
stantly devoting their most diligent attention to this, aiming at prac-
tical resolution of the basic questions of the build-up, not only of the
Armed Forces as a whole, but also of the services and branches of service;
they are also -giving key attention to the development of military equip-
ment and new weapons of war; and, which is the main thing, in raising
the potentials of the country's economy.

The correct military-technical policy of the Central Committee
of the Comnunist Party, the successes of industry and the outstanding
achievements of Soviet science and technology have enabled us to create,
in a comparatively short period, a powerful, qualitatively new materiel-
technical base for the outfitting of the army and navy with modern mili-
tary equipment, in the first instance missiles.

The present line of development of the Soviet Armed Forces, adopted
during the post-war years, is the result of a wise solution of all the
basic problems of military affairs; it is the result of an enormous or-
ganizational work in this field by the Central Committee of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union.

Suffice it to say that the entire fundamental reorganization of
the Soviet Armed Forces occasioned by the incorporation into them of nu-
clear and rocket weapons and of radioelectronic gear and other new
equipment has been and is being effected on the basis of the decisions
of the CPSU Central Committee which made a scientific determination of the
general line of development of modern means of fighting and of the prob-
able nature of a future world war between the camps of imperialism and
socialism.

A new world war will be coalition war. The military coalition of
the capitalist countries will be on one side, while the coalition of the
socialist countries will-be on the other side.

Given the acute class nature of a future world war, in which each
side will set for itself the most decisive political and military goals,
the attitude of the people toward the war will acquire tremendous im-
portance. Despite the fact that large amounts of qualitatively new mili-
tary equipment will be used in the war, the armed combat will be waged
by mass armed forces. It will necessarily involve many millions of
people. Therefore, the attitude of the mass populace toward the war will
unavoidably have a decisive effect on its final outcome.

From the point of view of the means oi armed combat, a third world
war will be first of all a nuclear-rocket war. The mass use of nuclear,
particularly thermoniuclear, weapons will impart to the war an unprece-
dented destructive and devastating nature. Entire countries will be wiped
off the face of the earth. The main means of attaining the goals of the
war and for solving the main strategic and operational problems will be
rockets with nuclear charges. Consequently, the leading service of the

252

I



Armed Forces Will be, the Strategic Rocket Troops, while the role and
purpose of the other services will be essentially changed. At the same
time, final victory will be attained only as a result of the mutual
efforts of all services of the Arnied Forces.

The basic method of waging war will be massed nuclear-rocket attacks
inflicted for the purpose of destroying the aggressor's means of nuclear
attack and for the simultaneous mass destruction and devastation of the
vitally important objectives comprising the enemy's military, political,
and economic might &.idllIalsollIfor crushing his will to resist and for
achieving victory within the shortest possible time.

The center of gravity of the entire armed combat under these con-
ditions is transferred from the zone of contact between the adversaries,
as was the case in past wars, into the depth of the enemy's location,
including the most remote regions. As a result, the war will acquire
an unprecedented spatial scope.

Since modern means of combat make it possible to achieve excep-
tionally great strategic results in the briefest time, the initial period
of the war will be of decisive importance for the outcome of the entire
war. In this regard the main problem is the development of metnods for
reliably repelling a surprise nuclear attack as well as methods of frus-
trating the aggressive designs of the enemy by the timely infliction of
a shattering attack upon him. [10] A satisfactory solution of this prob-
lem is determined primarily by the constant high level of combat readiness
of the Soviet Armed Forces, especially the Strategic Rocket Troops llJand
atomic rocket-carrying submarines.1II This task, which follows from the deci-
sions of the XXIII Congress of the CPSU, is the main one for our Armed
Forces. It must always betihe center of attention of commanders and staffs
of all ranks and of the political and party machinery.

The enormous possibilities of nuclear-rocket weapons and other means
of combat enable the goals of war to be attained within a relatively short
time. Therefore, in order to insure the interests of our country and all
the socialist camp, it is necessary to develop and perfect the ways and
means of armed combat, anticipating the attainment of victory over the
aggressor first of all within the shortest possible time, in the course of
a rapidly moving war. But the war may drag on and this will demand pro-
tracted and all-out exertion of army and people. Therefore we must also be
ready for a protracted war and get the human and material resources into
a state of preparedness for this eventuality.

Victory in war is determined not only by military and technical
superiority, which is as assured, on the whole, b.ý the advantages of the
social-economic and political systems, but also by the ability to organize
the defeat of the enemy and to use effectively the avwilable means of com-
bat. For this purpose, a thorough scientifically well-founded preparation
of the nation for war against an aggressor and a high level of military art
of the commanders and troops are required. Success in a future war will also
depend on the extent to which the level of development of military strat-
egy corresponds to the requirements of a modern war.
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r
bI•TOR'S NOTE `ON CHAPTER V

the Soviet Armed Forces, as the self"appointed okhrani 3.- protector, -

of -the socialist camp, must be well-organized,. ýChapter -V deals witlIpro'b-p
lems ;of brganization of the, armed forces."

This chapter r~epresents conriderable change between ;the first •hd the
second editions of MzLetaiig Stkategy. There is little cbange between the
second (1963) and the thIrd. (1968) editions, despite the five years .between
their pri,'ication. The first section starts with "factors determining the
organization of armed' forces", and discusses fore9,qn "imperialist" armies,
Of partcular interest is the bmi-ssion of France 1,i6 the third edition; for
example, this sentence no longer appears in the;-book:

""i'he French awiy has been responsible for more than ten years of
unjust colonial wars in Vietnam and Algeria since the end of World
WC 11. .1

This sentence also has been omi~tted:

"An example of this type of recruiting is found in the airborne
units of France, which were used for conducting the 'dirty war' in
Algeria."

The Armed Forces of tle United States are, treated with special venom.
They are pictured as being filled with anti-Soviet and anticommunist
propaganda, the preaching of militant chauvinism, slander against socialism
and inflamed with hatred toward the Soviet people." "The idea of the exception-
al nature of the American way of life is instilled in their minds. They
are convinced of a special predestination of the American army, of the supe-
r'iority of America; allegedly called upon to stand at the head of the entire
world and to decide the fate of the, world."

The armed forces of socialism are described in glowing terms. The very
attributes so condemned in foreign armies become virtues in their own, 'Inca
"the armed forces of the socialist states are armies that epitomize the
friendship and brotherhood of the peoples, they are always ready to come to
each other's aid to stand fast in defense of toe world system of socialism;
they are imbued with the senti'ment of socialist internationalism.",..YThey
are armies of peace. The highly humane m-ral code of the Soviet man ... is
instilled in the soldiers and officers by the entire system of civilian and
military training." "It is absolutely obvious that the inculcation of highly
humane qualities in Soviet soldiers does not. excl•ude the cultivation of
burning hatred -for the enemy who wouid encroach on our Motherland,"

The authors seem to be unconscious of the parallel they have drawn
in their descriptions-of the two armies.
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III
The first edition of Mit.taiu Stkategy ends its discussion on the building

of the armed forces. However, one of the major changes in the second edition
was the addition of ten pages to the section, increasing its length by half.
This section, which is without change in the third edition, contains a long
discussion on human resources. "Wars are waged by people", said Lenin. A
very important place in determining the future manpower needs "is played
by the study of the probable enemy and alsd the nature of the way being
prepared by him." However, "not a single state, no matter how powerful it may
be economically, is in a position to maintain in peacetime such massive armed
forces as it' requires for the attainment of the goals of war."

The second half of this chapter tells of the basic direction taken In
building the Soviet Armed Forces. All three editions contain the statement
that "the notion that 'nuclear weapon strikes alone can win a war' is false."
The point is stressed that other weapons will also be needed, Electronic
warfare, a new factor, is becoming very important. Also unchanged in all
three editions is the opinion that future war "without doubt wi!l be waged
by massive multimillion-man armed forces." The rest of the chapter,
which deals with each service in turn, remains the same for all three
editions.
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CHAPTER V

PROBLEMS OF THE OGANIZATION OF THE ARMED FORCES

FACTORS DETERMINING THE ORGANIZATION OF ARMED FORCES.

The organization of armed forces involves the solution of all prob-
lems connected with their recruitment, organizational structure, armamenit,.
the system of training and educating the personnel, and mobilization and
combat readiness of the troops. It is determined by many factors and in
the first instance by the character of the social system of the given state,
the capacities of its economy .Ad the policy it is pursuing, the extent of
its populat.on and the moral-rolitical qualities and national peculiarities
of that population. The geographic position of the state, the extent and
nature of its territory also exert a definite influence on• the organization
of the armed forces.

A-mandatory condition for the proper solution of questions of the
organization of armed forces is a calculation of the combat potentials
and trends in the. development of the armed forces of the probable enemy
and of the nature of the war which that opponent is preparing.

These factors which we have just listed operate and are taken into
account both in the capitalist and in the socialist states, but their
effect on the organization of the armed forces and on objective poten-
tials for the utilization of these factors are entirely different.

The socialist states dispose of the broadest possibilities for the
utilization of these factors for the creation of the most combat-ready
troops with bh:%' moral and combat qualities, because here the interests
of the state, the. interests of the people and the interests of the armed
forces are identical. In the capitalist states, on the contrary, these
possibilities are limited, since the essence and aim of the armed forces
conflict with the interests of the people. Therefore the combat capabil-
ity and morale of the armies in these countries is maintained artificially,
via the most elaborate system of deception and ideological processing of
the personnel.

The main and crucial factor in the organization of the armed
forces is the social system of the state in question. On this depends
in the first instance the nature and aims of the armed forces, their
structure, the recruitment, training and education and also their moral
and combat qualities.

Armed forces originated together with a country, and are its most
important organ. In capitalist countries they are one of the main weapons
of the bourgeoisie, used to strengthen their rule and to oppress the masses
within the country, to capture foreign lands and enslave other peoples,
and also to defend their own economic and political rule in the event of
invasion by other stronger and more aggressive capitalist countries.
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Lenin wrote apropos of this that militarism is used for two pur-
poses:- "...as a military force to be used by capitalist countries in
their external conflicts ... and as a weapon in the hands of the ruling
classes for suppressing any kind of movement (economic and political)
of the proletariat... "[1].

In brief, the armed forces of capftalis. uountries are the tools
of oppression, robbery, and coercion- in the hands of the ruling cltsses.

True, the imperialists and their ideologists make every effori to
cover up this socio-political nature of their armed forces with talk
about the army being outside of politics, of its having a national charac-
ter and existing for the defense of the interests of the. state and conse-
quently for the defense of the whole of the people, etc. But this decep-
tion is immediately shown up for what it is the minute we take a look
at the present-day armies of the capitalist states.

The army of fascist Germany [Editor's Note #1] was, in the recent
past, the instrument of the most brutal reaction and overt terror at
home and abroad. [Editor's Note #21 Such is its successor, the West
German Bundeswehr. The imperialists and the often-defeated generals of
Western Germany, having restored their armed forces, are again using them
as an instrument in instituting a reactionary policy at home and for
attaining their revanchist objectives abroad. Forgetting the lessons of
the past war, they oenly demand that the Bundeswehr be armed with nuclear
weapons, that state boundaries established as a result of World War II be
reviewed and that the German Democratic Republic be forcefully annexed to
the Federal German Republic. In Western Germany, the policy of revenge
which is supported by one of the largest armed forces among Western Euro-
pean nations, has been raised at present to the level of state policy It
is fraught with the threat of a new world war.

The armed forces of the USA have been, and still pre, the main menns
of implementing the imperialist policy. At present, i:. rican imperialbAn,
supported by enormous armed forces and numerous w >tary bases built by
them in all parts of the world, performs the fviT *.hn of world gendarme.
It interferes openly in the interna0l affairs a'" ."'er, weaker states, sup-
ports reactionary dictatorships and decadent moLrchies, opposes demo-
cratic, revolutionary changes, and unleashes aggression against nations
and states fighting for their independence. American imperialists disgraced
themselves forever by unleashing the most cruel and barbaric war against
the peace-loving Vietnamese nntion.

The armed forces of England, Holland, Belgium, Spain, Portugal and
many other capitalist statde hiave been and still are playing an equally
nasty role in the campaign against the national-liberation movement in the
colonies and dependent countries. [Editor's Note #31

The growth of the political omnipotence of the monopolies and the
!ever iitensifying process of their coalescence with the military-bureau-
cratic state machinery is c&'tsing the armed forces of the capitalist states

258



to become more and-more dependent on these monopolies and to be con-
verbed into their obedient tools. This is especially typical of the sit-
uation in the US, where the process of coalescence of the interests of the
monopolies and the military department is taking the form of the appoint-
ment of representatives of the war industry monopolies to leading posts
in the Pentagon and its institutions, the inclusion of generals and ad-
mirais in the directorial boards of the richest firms and biggest banks,
as also the coordination of the policy of the monopolies with the plans
of the defense department. The result is that the entire activity of the
armed forces of the USA is presently determined to a considerable extent
by the interests and plans of the financial magnates.

This subordination of the armies to the capitalist monopolies and
their use as an instrument of aggression predetermines their socio-poli-
tical essence. Despite the fact that the capitalist armies are basically
composed of [Editor's Note # 41 representatives of the working classes of
the population they are the tool of reactiun, the loyal servant of cap-
ital in the fight against the people both at home and abroad.

The class essence, the functions, and the purpose of the armed
forces of the capitalist countries as tools of the imperialtsts also pre-
determine the building up of these forces to strength, and the entire sys-
tem of training and educating their personnel.

At the present time, the armies of the capitalist countries, as a
rule, are recruited on the basis of universal military obligation; all
population levels are called up. However, this does not mean that class
selection and class distinction are absent. The bourgeoisie fear their
people, and when recruiting armed forces, they employ various devious methods
of class selection. "...All governments in the world," wrote lenin, "have
come to fear a peoples' army, which is open to peasants and workers; they
have begun to revert secretly to all possible means of selection of mili-
tary units,specially picked from the bourgeoisie and specially equipped
with ultramodern equipment" [21

Special selection in recruiting was most characteristic in its
time of the fascist German army, in which were formed, according to this
principle, the SS troops, tank units and commands, the air force and
other special troops. In modern capitalist armies the units a&d commands
which are armed with nuclear rocket weapons, special aviation units, para-
troopers and certain other special troops are the most reliable, according
to the bourgeoisie. For example, the most reliable soldiers and sergeants
are specially selected to bring units of the U.S. Strategic Army Corps up
to strength. This corps is designed to suppress revolutionary uprisings
of the people in other countries, and also to suppress the national-liber-
ation struggle in the colonies and dependent countries. Therefore, such
personnel are selected as will carry out, without question, any orders from
their masters. (Editor's Note #5]

4
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S- ~~~Especfall ,+'etiuJ.¥ carried .out is+ the .&lection for the officer-
i €~~o~rps++• and •+• andosts• in ~the ris •forces'. •In the capitalist

states,. "Wthe officers. d+#irals" '!e.ninApoitd out,. +"for the most part
eihrblng to 'te ,6Iass'Qf- th ca9t sa r nd its nest"3.

In the 'US, the' most .polk f ul' 4•iustriaIcorporations have, since the mo-

ment when the Defense D.:artmet was crePt,•, 34enI ho6in g in their own
hands, the portfbiio o6f 'thi Secretary of Defense, .tolvhichpost they appoint
their most loyal, i presentatives'., The ep and
assistants, the Artny, Air Force' and Navy- sedreba4fk+s ; ai& their deputies
and assistants, have -all without exc~ptotn' .alwayýs +bin: representatives of
the larg'est -monop6Iies. The same sitýuation,-extends'to the other',capital-
ist armies as well, where ,the whole of the- supreme coima is dependent on
the financial magnates.

But a special system of class selection for-recruiting the armed
forces in capitalist countries: is only one way of trA-ing them obedient
servants of the imperialists. The main efforts in this direction are em-
ployed in the educating and training of personnel, especially soldiers and
sailors. Former U.S. Secretary of .Defense McElroy, said that ",the fitst
and most important problem is the struggle for the minds of the people.
Everything else is subordinate to this battle." In fact, the struggle for
the minds of the people in all the armies of capitalist countries is care-
fully organized and thought out, and is conducted at every turn.

The entire system of education and training in the capitalist armies
is directed towards the extermination of class consciousness among the sol-
diers; it represents the army as a non-class organization, intended supposedly
to carry out the will of all the people of the entire nation. By crafty
ideological training of personnel, the bourgeois ideologists strive to
smooth over existing contradictions between the social composition of armies
and their purpose. Even before being called into the army, the youth in
capitalist countries are trained in the militaristic chauvinistic spirit.
All the resources and methods of ideological propaganda -- the school, the
press, radio, cinema, TV, the theater, advertising and the church -- are
utilized for this purpose. A plethora of reactionary youth organizations
have been founded -- social, political, religious, sports, student and other.

Various fascist and semi-fascist organizations are playing an ever
increasing part in the business of corruption of youth in West Germany, the
US, [Editor's Note #6 1 Spain, Portugal and other capitalist countries.

The ideological indoctrination of the youth of the capitalist coun-
tries with the militaristic, chauvinistic spirit is still further intensi-
fied upon their induction into the army.

The U.S. Army is most characteristic in this regard. The ideologi-
cal training of personnel is a carefully planned system of propaganda di-
rected toward assuring the domination of bourgeois ideology among the per-
sonnel, and toward training soldiers and sailors for war against the USSR
and other countries of the socialist camp. The main role in this training
is played by. anti-Soviet and anticommunist propaganda, the preaching of
militant chauvinism, slander against socialism end the inflaming of hatred
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toward the Soviet people.

At the same time, the propaganda apparatus of the army is aimed at
embellishing the facade of decrepit capitalism. The soldiers are told that
they are supposedly protecting the "national structure," "the best interests
of society," "the peoples' capitalism," "the free world," etc. There is
the most shameful profiteering by slogans of equality, freedom, and brother-
hood. The military forces of the imperialist countries, primarily of the
United States, are glorified in every possible way, and various justifica-
tions are giveni for the union with West German revanchists and the existence
of aggressive imperialistic blocs.

The buildup of interests in supremacy, profit, private ownership, the
development of animal instincts, and the instilling of the poison of bour-
geois nationalism, chauvinism, and racism all play a large part in the con-
ditioning of American soldiers and sailors. The idea of the exceptional na-
ture of the American way of life is instilled in their minds. They are con-
vinced of a special predestination of the American army, of the superiority
of ALmerica, allegedly called to stand at the head of the entire world and
to decide the fate of nations.

The ideological training of soldiers in other capitalist armies is
conducted along these same lines. In the West German Bundeswehr the hatred
of mankind reigns again. Hitler's former generals and officers are striving
to re-establish the worst traditions of the defeated fascist German army.

-The propaganda for militarism is here pushed under the flag of re-
venge and the re-establishment of the German Reich up to the 1937 borders.

L Nor do the West German militarists spare effort to falsify the history of
World War II, to rehabilitate the predatory fascist German army, to sur-
round it with a halo of glory and to prepare the youth for a march to the
East.

The imperialists, who are directly interested in predatory, plun-
dering wars, try to impart to the soldiers in their armies a personal inter-
est in war and to make them into professional plunderers. The fascist
German army was especially characteristic in this regard; it not only as-
sured the predatory tendencies of the German militarists, but also was
occupied itself with violence and open pillage of the local population of
temporarily occupied territories.

The whole of the life, the internal routine and the system of in-
struction are geared to isolating the soldier from the people, to taking
him away from politics, to blunting his class consciousness and making him
a blind agent of the will of the ruling class.

Having in their hands the power of the state and by using various
ways and means for influencing the minds of the soldiers, the imperialists
convert their armed forces into obedient weapons for class and national
oppression, into tools of militarism and reaction; this is a serious
threat to the cause of peace and security.
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ZUTtthese instruments do not always pass the tests of war and of-
ten begin to betray the imperialists. In addition to the difficulties of
combat life, class consciousness is restored among the soldiers, and they
begin to understand that war-is conducted in the interests of a small num-
ber of imperialists and that this brings privation, and sorrow to the vast
majority.

Then the war machine of the capitalist countries begins to creak,
4 weaken, and fall to pieces. So it was with many armies in World Wars'I and

II, and so it will be in World War III which the imperialists are preparing
against the countries of the socialist camp.

The ideas of aggression, pillage, and enslavement of other peoples
cannot serve as a reliable foundation for high morale in belligerent armies.
Lenin stated that "it is impossible to lead the masses into a predatory
war...and hope that they will be enthusiastic"[4].

Such is the nature, in general terms, and the political essence
and designation of the armed forces of capitalist countries.

In the Soviet Union and other socialist countries, the organiza-
tion and development of the armed forces represents an inseparable part of
the overall organization and development of the state and is subordinated
to the basic interests of the state which reflect the interests of the
people as a whole. Here, too, the nature of the social systew,, is also a
determining factor in the organization and development of the armed forces.
But this is an entirely new, advanced, progressive social system. Pre-
datory wars against other nations are alien to it. The foundations of
the policy of the socialist countries toward other countries are the prin-
ciples of peace, equal rights, self-government, respect for independence
and the sovereignty of all countries and peoples, and peaceful coexistence

'of countries having different social systems. The socialist system is
the natural center of attraction for all peace-loving forces on the earth.

This nature of the socialist states determines likewise the socio-
political features of the armed forces, their assignments and functions.
These are armed forces of an absolutely new type the armed forces of a
people freed from capitalist enslavement, destined to protect the freedom
and independence of the people from the infringements of imperialist
aggressors.

The creation of armed forces in socialist countries is not due to
internal conditions, but is primarily due to the need for protecting coun-
tries from invasion by foreign enemies and due to the military danger from
the imperialist camp. Only this forces the Soviet Union to maintain its
Armed Forces and to keep them at a level of combat readiness which will
ensure the decisive and complete defeat of an enemy who would dare infringe
upon [[its freedom asd independence.li[Editor's Note # 7]These same problems
determine the necessity to create and maintain high combat readiness of the
armed forces in all other socialist countries as well.
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Close combat comradeship has been established and is being developed
between the -azfmd forces of the socialist :states, based on the cotmmon char-
• ater of their goa• and missions which Olws from the unity of the pblicies
of these states and--their socialist essence.- There CanhOt. be, anything like
this, noVill there evrbe, icaitalisit. -stateIs.

In contrast to th6 capitalist armies, the armed forces of the social-
ist countries-are not instruments, for exploiting classes but are instruments
Of all of the people, who have-beeen freed from capitalist slavery. These
are really the peoples' armies.j -They have sprung from the people, are in-
separably bound to them, and' protect the great achievements of socialism,-
the freedom and independence of. the peoples of the socialist countries and
the interests- of their governments.

The unity with the people is the- ibexhaustible oulr.ce of their- high
moral and combat qualities. It was what inspired the Soviet- t-i006s- to ii-
mortal exploits in the years of th6e Civil War and the Great Pitriotic -War
and it is the thing that guarantees future victories over aggressors.

The armed forces of the socialist states are armies that epitomize
the friendship and brotherhood of the peoples, they are always ready to come
to each other's aid and to stand fast in defense of the world system of
socialism; they are imbued with the sentiment of socialist internationalism
and trained to respect the peoples of other countries and to give fraternal
assistance to peoples who are fighting for liberation from class and nation-
al oppression. The armed forces of the socialist states are a crucial weap-
on for the defense of world peace. They are armies of peace.

Such are. Ahe social nature and designation of the armed forces of
the socialist countries. These also determine their system of the recruit-
ing, education, aiid training of personnel. Service in the armed forces of
the socialist countries is the honorable duty of all citizens. Here there
is no class selection, all citizens have the same rights, and the same du-
ties to protect their country. Here there is no class antagonism between
enlisted men and officers, which is characteristic in capitalist armies.
In the armies of the capitalist countries an officer is a servant and per-
former of the will of the imperialists, while in the socialist countries
an officer is a servant and performer of the will of the entire nation.
Here the basic criterion for selecting the officers is not class affilia-
tion, but devotion to one's country and the socialist Motherland, as well
as high moral, political and business-like qualities, and the personal
abilities of the individual.

So far as the instruction and training system in the armies of the
socialist states is concerned, it is entirely geared to developing in the
personnel, high moral-political qualities which are characteristic of a
new man, a member of the most progressive society, in order to strengthen
the norms cf communist morality, the most humane morality in the world.

The personnel of the armed forces of the socialist countries are
inspired with a high level of political consciousness, a great love for
their Motherland and solemn hatred of its enemies, unlimited devotion to
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the people and selflessness in fulfilling their military obligations, -gen-
uine humanism and camaraderie6 among themselves and in their dealings with
the civilian population, a high conscious military discipldne, courage and
heroism, and regard for human dignity and the rights and customs of the
people of these countries which the troops of socialist countries must enter
during a war or in peacetime for fulfilling allied obligations.

The highly humane moral code of the Soviet man and of the men of the
other socialist countries is also obligatory for all personnel in the armed
forces. It is instilled in the soldiers and officers by the entire system
of civilian and military training.

It is absolutely obvious that the inculcation of highly humane quali-
ties in Soviet soldiers does not exclude the cultivation in them of burning
hatred for the Cenmy whowould encroach on our Motherland, on its freedom and
independence. The Soviet Army always has shown and will continue to show
lenience and generosity to the enemy, if he ceases to resist, but if the
enemy does not surrender, he must be-mercilessly destroyed.

The fundamental basis for building the armed forces in the Soviet
Union and in other socialist countries is leadership of the armed forces on
the- part of the Communist and Workers' parties. They carefully train the
armed forces, reinforce their fighting efficiency and combat readiness,
arouse and inspire the soldiers to great feats of arms in the interest of
all the peoples of the socialist countries.

The armed forces of the socialist countries are strong in the knowl-
edge of their great debt to the people; they are not afraid of any diffi-
culties or adversities of war. This has been proven more than once to the
world by the Soviet Armed Forces, especially in World War II.

Such are the two entirely opposite foundations for forming, re-
cruiting, and training the armed forces in the capitalist and socialist
countries. This is so because of the difference in the social-political
essence of their social systems, the difference in their domestic and for-
eign policies [Editor's Note # 8]

The next cardinal factor which determines the principles of the or-
ganization and development of the armed forces of states is the condition
of the economy of the states in question, the level of the development of
their industry, transport, agriculture, science aud technology, the quantity
and quality of the population. The economy can be said to exercise a direct
or indirect influence on literally every aspect of the organization and
development of the armed forces, both in peacetime and especially in wartime.
The higher the level of economic development of a state and the more numer-
ous its population, the greater will be its capacities for maintaining large
armed forces aid providing them with the latest types of weapons and other
military equipment. And via its influence ou, weapons and personnel, the
economy also exercises an influence upon the methods of conduct of military
operations: on tactics, operation art and strategy. More briefly, the
economic potential of a state determines its military might.
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The economic system of countries has always been the material ba-
sis for building the armed forces, their quantitative and qualitative
foundations. In this regard, it is useful to recall the well-known thesis
of Engels: "...the entire organization and military-method of armies3...
are dependent on material, i.e., economic conditions: on human material
and on weapons and, therefore, on the quality and quantity of the popula-
tion, and upon technology" [5].

Tbese words, spoken by Engels more than 80 years ago, carry a spe-
cial meaning today. They pertain to that period when armies were compar-
atively small and consisted only of ground troops add a navy, when progress
in military equipment, which depended upon the level of development of so-
cial production, was relatively slow and it was not necessary to create
large stockpiles of material resources for conducting war, since the out-
come was usually decided by one, and sometimes a few major battles. How-
ever, even then the expenditures for maintaining armies and for buying weap-
ons exhausted the state treasury, and a great burden was laid on the
shoulders of the people.

As the predatory aspirations of the capitalist states grew, their
confl:'cts of interest became more intense, leading inevitably to numerous

bloody wars. The result was a constant build-up of armed forces, a rapid
development and perfection of military equipment; armies came to depend
increasingly on the level of development of production and the economic
potential of the state. While in the recent past armies wereequipped with
rifles and guns, they are now equipped with the most complicated and costly
machinery, the last word in science and technology: nuclear rockets, atomic
submarines carrying nuclear armament, supersonic jet aircraft, complicated
radioelectronic equipment, not to mention tanks, trucks, armored troop car-
riers, prime movers, the latest artillery systems, and military engineering
and other complex military equipment. The latest achievements of science
and technology are used primarily for the production of armaments, and
huge amounts of material resources are expended on this.

With the development and modernization of military equipment, the
cost grew exorbitantly and the expenditures of countries for equipping
their armies have increased many times. The American Martin bomber cost
$38,000 in 1920, and the B-29 cost $680,000 during World War II; [Editor's
Note # 9] now the B-58 cost $17.6 million. Each American lllMinuteman III
[Editor's Note #10] missile costs the country more than $1 million; and the
I cost of a single nuclear submarine equipped with [Editor's Note #11i Polarislf
missiles amounts to about $115,000,000.

The nature of military expenditures has changed in accordance with
the increase in the cost of military equipment. Before World War I, more
than 80 percent of military budgets was spent for rersonnel, and the expen-
ditures for buying weapons and other military equipment did not oxceed
11-15 percent. At the present time, however, the greater part of military
expenditures are for equipping armies. For example, the United States,
during World War II, spent $89.7 billion in 1944; of this, $60.2 billion
was spent on arms, equipment, and building up the army, i.e., 67 percent,
while $29.5 billion, or 33 percent of all military expenditures, was spent
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for maintaining personnel, etc.

In peacetime, the nature of military expenditures has not changed
in principle. [Editor's Note #121 Thus, the USA, during the period from
1950/51,to 1964/65 fiscal years, spent about $178 billion on the mainte-
nance of armed forces' personnel, which composed a little more than 25
percent of all direct military expenditures. At the same time, for the
purchase, maintenance and operation of military equipment, on military
construction and military-scientific research during this same period,
more than $450 billion was spent, that is, 63 percent, of all direct mili-
tary expenditures. The remaining part of the military budget was spent
on the commission of atomic energy, on exploring space, on civil defense
and on military aidto foreign governments.

Huge sums of money are spent to maintain the armed forces. In peace-
time, military expenditures in many imperialist countries devour more-
than 50 percent of the entire budget, while in wartime, they are increased
to 70 percent and more of the general budget. War and the costs of war
have become a real burden for the people and the greatest source of rev-
enue for the capitalist monopolies, which conduct their business with the
blood and sorrows of millions of people.

"The imperialist countries, " states the Program of the CPSU,
"maintain enormous armed forces even in peacetime. Military expenditures
absorb an ever-increasing share of state budgets...,.By enriching indivi-
dual groups of the monopolistic bourgeoisie, militarism leads to the im-
poverishment of nations and to the destruction of countries languishing
under the burden of debt, increasing inflation and high prices." [Editor's
Note #13] Thus, the USA, during the years 1946-1964, on direct military
expenses alone spent about $800 billion which exceeded by 1.5 times similar
expenditures of the USA from the very beginning of their formation through
1945. In the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, the military expenditures
were $47 billion, in the present year they are $54 billion, and in the
future year they will be about $60 billion. The price of the dirty war
being waged by the American imperialists in Vietnam has already reached
$12 billion a year.

On the whole, the capitalist countries have spent 15-20% of the en-

tire national income for weapons and armed forces.

A powerful war industry has been created in the capitalist countries
for war preparation and the production of arms; this industry produces the
most modern means for annihilating people and destroying their valuable
creations. Many branches of nonmilitary industry are to some degree commit-
ted to this same purpose; all of the greatest achievements of science and
technology are used first of all for this. For example, in the United States
48 p~ircent of all government allocations for the needs of science is spent
on research for the preparation for war. The course to war has become a
constant element of the capitalist economy.

In the Declaration of the Moscow Conference of Chairmen of the Com-
munist and Workers' Parties it is pointed out that only a very small group
of monopolists and war speculators, who extract fabulous profits from war
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production, are interested in the arms race. ' Editor's Note #14 ] Thus,

'60 percent of all the turnover and 75 percent of the profits go to 500 of
the largest monopolies in the USA. The dirty war in. Vietnam in just the
last year alone gave the monopolists of the USA $45.intilion in pure profit.
This is more than twice the average annual profits which were received by
the monopolists of the USA during the Korean War and four times the aver-
age annual profits from the Second World War.

At the present time in the United States, as acknowledged by former
SPresident Eisenhower, a sinister union has been compounded between the

colossal military organization and the great military industry, in which
millions of people are working, and which controls billions of dollars.
Its universal~effect -- economic, political, and even spiritual -- is felt
in every city, in every state government, and in every branch of the fed-
eral government. This union, or, as Eisenhower called it, "the military
and industrial complex," actually determines the entire domestic and foreign
policies of the United States of America.

The military expenditures of countries would increase even more with
the beginning of a war. In essence, the entire economy of belligerent coun-
tries, would be diverted to supply its needs, and the bare necessities of the
population would be held to a minimum. The cost of war itself to mankind
is very high. During a war, whole countries are devastated, thousands of
towns and villages are destroyed, and the fruits of labor of many genera-
tions of people are lost.

According to the calculation of the French economist, A. Claude, war
destruction in Europe during World War II was estimated at $260 billion,
50 percent of which was suffered by the USSR. The direct military expen-
ditures of all participants in this war were $1,117 billion, and the total
cost of material damage as a result of the war is the astronomically high
figure of $4 trillion. Such is the price paid by mankind for the pirat-
ical politics of imperialism.

The thesis concerning the dependence of the armed forces upon the
economy is applicable not only to the capitalist states but to the social-
ist states as well. The build-up of the military might of the imperial-
ist states has an overtly aggressive character and is directed in the first
instance against the countries of the socialist camp. This compels the
socialist states to have such armed forces as would be capable of not only
repulsing an aggressor in the event of an attack, but of routing such an
aggressor completely. Lenin has written that "...without an army, and very
serious economic preparation, there can be no waging of a modern war against
advanced imperialism." These words are still valid.

Following these Lenin instructions, the Soviet Union and the other
socialist states are developing their economy in a way that takes account
of the necessity of an over-all enhancement of their defensive power. Nat-
urally they have to deflect for this purpose considerable economic re-
sources and expend large amounts of money. But the military expenditures
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of te sciaistst.ites are many times lower thaa those of the capitalist

states. [Editor's Note #15 ]

Thus., the military exipenditures of the Soviet Unhion in 19065 ca- II
posed 12.9 percent of the government budget, and in 1966, they are expected
to be 13.4 percent, at a time vwhen the budget of the USA allocated for mili-
tary purposes for many years has marched far beyond 50 percent of the fed-
eral budget.

But the military expenditures of the socialist and the capitalist
states differ not only quantitatively; there can be no comparison of their
purpose.

In the imperialist states, the military outlays bring in enormous
profits to the capitalist monopolies while the build-up of the military
might of the armed forces is utilized by those monopolies for the aggrave-
tion of international tensions and for the launching of an aggressive war
at the moment that suits them. In the socialist states, on the contrary,
the strengthening of their armed forces serves as a sort of counterweight
to the capitalist armies, creates a reliable guarantee for the preservation
of peace and increases the chances of preventing war. Imperialism reckons
only with naked force and such a force at the present juncture is the Soviet
Army and the armies of the other socialist states.

The influence of the difference of the economic systems on the or-
ganization and development of the armed forces and on the maintenance of
their combat-readiness and combat capacity makes itself felt with special
force in wartime. In this respect the potentials of the socialist states
[Editor's Note # 16 ] are significantly higher than those of the capitalist
countries. Thanks to an indisputable superiority in economic organization
and in the moral-political spirit of the people, the Soviet Union succeeded
during the Great Patriotic War not only in resisting but in routing the
main forces of fascist Germany aud its former allies.

Backed by the unprecedented labor enthusiasm of the people, the Com-
munist rA~ty and the Soviet government succeeded in creating in a brief span
of time a smoothly functioning war economy and supplying the front with
everything needed for the rout of the enemy.

Not a single capitalist state was in a position to mobilize in so
short a space of time and to utilize so fully its economic resources in
wartime as did the Soviet Union.

The military theoreticians of the capitalist countries are trying
to prove that, in a future nuclear war, the economic potentials of the
states involved and the human resources of these states will not be so im-
portant as in previous war, that everything will be decided by the produc-
tion of nuclear weapons. In their opinion, there will be no need to regear
-the economy to war production in a future war be¢,ause of its shortness and
great destructiveness; therefore the preliminary economic preparation made
by the country will be of crucial significance.
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JJ 1 There is no doubt that the :preliminary ,economic preparation of a
country for a futur -war has acquired at the present junctvre exceptionally

great, importance.

toweverz, plenning on conducting a war, no matter how short and swift-
moving, with only the, reserve materials accumulated in peacetime, would be
a •ig mistake. It can be conjectured that in a future war the role of the
var economy will, not only remain -what it used to be, it will even increase
in importance. In this respect, too, the objective potentials of the so-

Icialist states are incomparably higher than those of the capitalist states.
The socialist system is capable of answering any blow of enemies "by an in-
crease of the concentration of forces and -economic might" [7] as was clearly
-proven by the last war.

Capitalism spreads and retains its rule by fire and the 6word, where-
as the weapons of socialism are its superiority over capitalism in govern-
ment structure and in economic organization of society, in raising the liv-
ing standard and cultural level of the people. The economy of capitalism
is the main source of the aggressiveness of its armed forces, while the econ-t
omy of socialism is the basis for its peace-loving aims which are supported
by the great combat might of army and navy.

There can be no doubt about the fact that the enormous exertion of
a future war is going to be able to be borne only by states having a stable
social and governmen-al system, enjoying the support of the whole of the
people and possessing a highly developed economy, capable of assuring the
maintenan&,,e of large full-time armies, their furthir drastic multiplication
in the event of war, their outfitting v'ith all the •odern types of weapons
I\. the exscution of military-political and strategic missions of war. In
a word, a modern economy must be able, in the shortest possible time, to
provide the armed forces with the maximum number of modern means of warfare,
6ad to provide them completely and regularly vith everything necesoary in
case the duration of the war is extended. The economy must be prepared for
this in peacetime.

The economic system of a country, which is the material foundation
for the development of armed forces, also 6etermines the basis of its or-
ganization. The more stable the economic system of a country and the higer
the development of its industry, science, and technology, the greater the
possibilities it has for quick development both quantitatively and quali-
tatively, while this, in turn, is what dete-mines the courses for 'building
the armed forces, their s&xucture, and the form of organizing troops, and
%lso the methods for conducting war: tactics, operational art, and strategy.

The level of development of military art is one of the important
facZ )rs in determining the building-up of the armed forces. Military art
develops subject to the laws of diaJectics. One of these laws which de-
termines the onward march of military art is interr-lationahip and mutual
dependence between military equipient, the forms of organization of the
armed forces, and the methods for conducting military operations. These
factors are in a state of const.ant motion and change. Their developments
are mutually condition'ed. Wen ono, of these factors changes, the others
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must undergo some sort of change. The determining factor of this inter-
relationship and mutual dependence is the, industrial product, the pro-
duct of the economy: military equipment, primarily vapons. It is the
most revolutionary element, exerting a direct influence on the methods of
warfare and on the development and building of the armed forces.

This can be seen from specific examples of the development of
military art. The invention of gunpowder and the subsequent development
of firearms caused a complete revolution in military affairs and ushered
in a new era in the development of military art and in the organization
of armed forces. As a result of the introduction of these weapons into
the armies and the approval, of them as basic means of warfare, the con-
centrated troop formations which had been used for many centuries, disap-
peared forever. They were replaced by a new linear combat formation, re-
quiring a more flexible organization of troops. The subsequent adoption
of rifled weapons having greater range and accuracy compared with smooth-
bore weapons contributed to the development of a new method of combat:
infantry skirmishes. The invention of automatic weapons and the develop-
ment of engineering gave rise to group combat formaticns and served as
one of the main reasons for the origin of trench warfare. Airplanes, tanks,
and vast artilleryct various types gave rise to new mobile methods of con-
ducting combat operations. Finally, modern nuclear weapons have brought
about the complete revolution in military affairs, have caused a re-exam-
ination of all the principles of military art which had been proved over
the centuries, and have required the search for and development of com-
pletely new methods of waging war and new forms of troop organization.

The appearance of new weapons has not only influenced the means of
offense and defense but has often caused the appearance of new specific
methods of conducting combat. actions; involving protection from these weap-
ons, for example, antichemical defense, antiaircraft and antitank defense,
protection against weapons of mass destruction, submarine defense, etc,
It has introduced radical changes in the methods of control of the troops,
in the organization of material, technical, and medical supply operations,
and in many other areas of troop combat activity.

New combat methods caused by new types of weapons have had a direct
effect on the organizational struicture and on the building of armed forces.
They have caused the creation of not only the appropriate subdivisions,
units, and formations, but even entire branches of service and services of
the armed forces. This has caused the appearance of such services of the
armeZ forces as air forces, air defense troops, and rocket troops, vhich
not only have forced the traditional services of the armed forces (ground
troops and the navy) to give ground to them, but in some cases have come to
occupy the top position.

At the same time, even the old services of the armed forces have
undergone serious quantitative, qualitativa, structural and organizational
changes, caused by the advent of new types of weapons and new branches of
service. Thus, certain branches of service which in the past played a rather
consiuerable role in war have gradually lost their value and sometimes have
left the scene completely. Not so long ago, at the beginning of World War I,
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in all fighting armies, the davalry was a ;ather large branch of the ground
troops and playred aii important role in, mi-litary operations. In World War
II tt was preserved to a small extent as a branch only in the Soviet Armed
Forces. At the present time, the cavalry has ceased to exist as a branch
of service -n all countries. The horse 'as a means for maneuvers has given
way to the truck, tank, armored troop carrier, automobile, and prime mover
and airplane. The role and battle designation of various services of the
armed torces-and types of weapons have undergone substantial changes. And
so it will be in the future:' obsolete weapons will give way to new improved
ones. Such is the dialectics of developmentll) of the armed forces.jjj

At the same time combat methods and the forms of troop organization
also will not remain indifferent to the means of armed conflict. By chang-
ing, they in turn impose new requirements on military equipment, weapons.,
and troop organization, compelling military scientific theory to work con-
stantly to improve and develop them.

Thus, production, being fundamental to the development of means of
armed conflict, also influences, through man and military equipment, the
methods of conducting war, tactics, operational art and strategy, and has
a determining influence on the development (X orgau.izational forms of the
armed forces and their build-up. In turn, the advent of new forms of troop
organization and new methods of waging war has a reverse effect on the de-

velopment of military equipment, and through it, on the development of in-
dustry. Such is the continuous process of the historical development of
military art, at the center of which stands man.

It is in fact man, with his reason and will, with his knowledge and
ability, who creates weapons for his own destruction and determines how
these weapons will be used or how vars will be conducted using the weapons
he has created. The higher the level of consciousness or, more accurately,
class conscioueness in a person and the greater his understanding of his
biatorical mission, the more effectively he will use these weapons against
the reactionary and aggressive forces of the old order and against imper-
ialist countries in the event they unleash a war, i.e., in the final analy-
sis, for the elimination of wars themselves and to insure victory for the
new communist oociety in which wars remain only as a grim reminder of past
history.

But the objective laws of nature and society, including the laws of
the development of military art, do not always manifest themselves; only
under definite conditions are they manifested. Weapons, too, do not always
cause radical changes in methods of waging war and in the forms of the or-
ganization and building of the armed forces. This happens only when new
weapons possess markedly different and better combat properties than the
older ones, when they are manufactured and used in massive quantities to
equip the armies and when they become the fundamental or one of the funda-
mental, means of Waging war, when such new weapons introduce radical changes
in the combat capabilities of the armed forces and these changes take on a
new quality which ceases to correspond to the previous methods of wavfare,
i.e., when the correspondence between the means and the methods of warfare
is destroyed, a contradiction between them will arise.
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SUnder these conditions, ýany attempt to use the hew weapon within .
the. framework of obsoiete mthods of cuabat or to use these obsolete methods
without taking the changed dombat capabilities of the troops into account
will be doomed to failure oriat best will not produce the required effect.
During the Franco-Prussian War (1870-1871) the enemy armies were armed with
Sznew rifled weapons which had more firepower, range, and accuracy than smooth-
bore weapons. However, neither side took this into account; they did not
introduce the necessary changes in the organization of their armies or in
the methods of combat and, as before, they attempted to fight with close-

order troop formations, using company and battalion columns in line forma-
tion. This necessarily led to great troop losses, and the soldiers, often
against the will of their officers, broke the obsolete battle formations
and found new., more appropriate formations for combat .against rifled weapons.
In this war, the company and battaliqii columns broke down under rifle fire
and the soldiers' instinct found a more appropriate form of combat: a dense
dkirmish line.

Here is another example. The advent of tanks at the end of World
War I aud their use within the framework of the then-existing methods of
conducting military actions did not allow their combat possibilities to
be fully exploited and resulted only inlocal tactical successes, while cer-
tain operations during the final phase of World War I, particularly the
battle at Cambrai and the Amiens operation, showed that tanks, even though
they were far from perfect at that time, when their combat capabilities were
fully utilized and when they were massed in the main direction of attack,
were in a position to assure that the troops could accomplish the more de-
cisive aims in defeating the enemy.

betw The history of wars and military art shows that the correspondence
between the weapons and methods of armed combat is restored not by the use
of new weapons in accordance with existing methods of conducting combat
operations, which would be a step backwards, but by seeking those methods
of conducting armed combat and those forms of troop organization for which
the combat possibilities of new weapons can be used most fully and effectively.
New forms or troop organization and new combat methods do not occur immedi-
ately, but evolve gradually within the framework of the old methods. As a
rule, the old forms of troop organization and combat methods are first adapt-
ed to the new weapons, or vice versa, and then the new methods are born,
gradually develop, and improve until they call for other, still more effec-
tive weapons.

Thus any new weapon undergoes a period of formation and proving.
During this period the combat properties of these weapons are studied and
mastered, and the combat methods and forms of troop organization which are
appropriate to them are sought. The duration of this period varies. It
depends on the level of deve.opment of industry and the state of the economy
of the country. The higher the level of industrial development and the
xreater the economic capabilities of the countries the less time is required
for assimilating new military equipment and for supplying it to the armed
forces and, therefore, for determining new forms of troop organization and
methods of waging war. For example, firearms first appeared in Western
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Europe in the first half of the 14th Century. However, it took about
four centuries for these weapons to be perfected enough so that they could
become the basic means of combat and bring about a complete revolution
in military affairs.. About three hundred years were required to develop
rifled weapons to the point where they could replace smooth-bare weapons
and play a decisive role in warfare and in determining new forms of troop
organization and new combat methods.

With the development of industry, the subsequent manufacture and
proving of new weapons and development of the corresponding forms of troop
organization and combat methods take less time, especially now, in the 20th
Century. Machine guns were first used, on a small scale, in the British
ar*y in the Boer War (1899-1902), while twelve years later, in World War
I, they were already used on a large scale by both sides and, together with
fortifications, they strengthened defenses so much that the war quickly
acquired a positional nature. In this same war, aviation was first used
as a combat mean!2, and at the end of the war tanks appeared. After only
twenty years, during World War II, tanks and aircraft became the most im-
portant means of warfare and introduced new changes in combat methods
bringing them up to a high degree of perfection. Finally, in 1945 the
American aviation dropped two atomic bombs; but after only ten to twelve
years these terrible weapons have reached such a level of development that
they are, unconditionally, the principal means of destruction in all modern
armies.

The advent of nuclear weapons, like the invention of gunpowder and
firearms, marks the beginning of a new era in the development of the armed
forces and military art. Nuclear weapons and the modern means for deliver-
ing them to a target -- rockets -- are essentially new combat weapons which
were unforeseen previously. They have enormous destructive capabilities
which, for the first time in history, convert weapons from means of support-
ing and assuring the combat activities of troops into means of independent
fulfillment of operational and strategic missions. Strategy, operational
art and tactics have at their disposal a new powerful weapon those combat
properties require new methods for conducting military operations, new
forms of troop organization and leave their mark on all problems of build-
ing modern mrmed forces.

The extensive introduction of nuclear weapons and other new military
equipment into the armed forces has radically changed the quality of these
forces, which has already ceased to correspond to established combat methods
and authoritatively demands not that they adapt to the new weapons, but that
new methods be created which are more appropriate to the combat possibili'.
ties of modern means of war. At present, military art is undergoing a peri-
od of formation and testing of nuclear weapons, a period of seeking new
methods of, conducting military operations, new forms of troop orSanization,
and new directions in the building of the armed forces. A distinctive fea-
ture of this period is the fact that not much time is required for forming
and testing nuclear weapons as a basic means of armed conflict. In a very
short time they have consolidated themselves in this role by their enormous
combat potentials. However, the search for new methods of conducting war,
new forms of troop organization, and new directions in the building of the
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armed forces which are appropriate for these powerful weapons has proven
to be a difficult problem; military art theoreticians and ,practitioners both
here and abroad are laboring diligently to solve this problem.

This, generally speaking, is the influence of economics on the de-
velopment and building of the armed forces and on the development of ways

I Iand means of waging war.

Armed forces are an instrument of war. However, they do not them-
selves launch a war nor does the war just break out by itself. The war
.has been being prepared by the whole of the preceding policy of the states
and classes involved and is the continuation of this policy by violent means.
But politics is inseparable from the economic system of the state. It is,
to use Lenin's expression, the concentrated expression of the economy. An
aggressive, predatory politics corresponds to the economic system of capi-
talist states; a peace-loving politics is proper to the economic system of
the socialist states. Thus the difference of the policy of the capitalist
states from the policy of the socialist states naturally makes itself felt
also upon the organization and development of their respective armed forces.

It would, therefore be quite wrong to assert that the quant, tative and
qualitative complement of the armed forces is determined only by ,he eco-
nomic capacities of the states in question. The policy of the states and
classes in question exercises no less an influence. At poses the military
tasks of strategy and taking into account these demands determines the
forces and resources needed for the execution of these missions. Thus, the
economy influences the organization of the armed forces not directly but
rather via politics and by the instrumentality of policy.

Th', economically stronger a capitalist country is, the more aggres-
sive is its policy and the more decisive predatory tasks it imposes on
strategy. But the strategic aims of a war must always correspond to the
combat possibilities of the armed forces of a given country, and to the
ability of its economy to supply the armed forces with everything necessary
for waging war and to maintain the vital activity of the country and its
population at the necessary level.

Violation of the principle of the correspondence of strategic aims
of war to the means of armed conflict at the disposal of a given country
leads to adventurism in war and in politics and, in the final analysis, to
destruction. The sad lesson of Germany in two world wars is a graphic ex-
ample of this.

In World War I, the aims of German imperialism were fundamentally
adventuristic. War on two fronts was too much for Germany and the armies
of her allies. The German economy could not withstand the continuous strain
and led the Kaiser's army to an ignominious end.

In World War II, the armed forces of fascist Germany were no stron-
ger than the combined armed forces of other Western European countries, but
against the armed forces of each of these countries separately the German
army was many times stronger, Adopting the strategy of defeating the enemy
piecemeal, Hitler's Germany in a short time had almost all of Western Europe
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on its knees, subservient to it -and its entire economy. In this case,
the war aims of Germany-corresponded to the existing forces andmeans of
armed conflict and to the methods of -combat which she used-

SveThe situation was entirely different when Germany invaded the
Soviet Union. Here she encountered more powerful armed forces and a
country which was stronger economically and politically. The goal set --
to enslave the Soviet Union -- did not correspond to means of combat and
the economic possibilities at the disposal of fascist Germany.

The predatory aspirations of Germany were met with the fiery pa-!
triotism, the staunchness, and the courage of the Soviet people. This war
once and for all convincingly demonstrated the indestructible power and
invincibility of socialism.

The growth of the predatory aspirations of the imperialist countries
forces them to strengthen their armed forces more and more and to expend
vast resources, using for this the main part of their economy, This un-
avoidably leads to a continuous arms race in the capitalist countries, to
the search for new, more powerful means of armed combat, to the moderniza-
tion of organizational forms and combat methods. The economies of these
countries take on a one-sided military development which cannot be continued

ad infinitum. It either leads to war or, as a result of unproductive expen-
ditures for armed forces and other military aims, to economic bankruptcy
and total subservience to another more powerful capitalist country. Such
development was cbaracteristic of fascist Germany, Italy and Japan. At
the present time, the United States, Britain, [Editor's Note #17] West
Germany, and several other countries united into aggressive imperialistic
blocs, are following the same path.

Greece, Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, and a number of other countries,
which are in fact completely dependent on the United States, are examples
of the subservience of certain cgpitalist countries which have entered into
aggressive imperialistic blocs with other more powerful imperialist coun-
tries. [Editor's Note #18]

By nature, the socialist countries are peace-loving. Wars are alien
to them as a means of carrying out foreign policy by force. Their policy
pursues peaceful aims. The foundation of their policy is the peaceful
coexistence of countries having different, social systems. However, the
arms race and the aggressive predatory policy of the imperialist countries,
openly directed against the countries of the socialist camp, and primarily
against the Soviet Union, have forced us to undertake appropriate retalia-
tory measures by strengthening our armed forces and by maintaining our
defense capabilities at the necessary level. The Soviet Union and the other
socialist countries have thus been compelled to have their armed forces in
a degree of combat readiness which would completely guarantee the security
of all countries of the socialist camp from the aggressive actions of the
imperialistic countries. [Editor's Note #19]

p , the Repwrt sf the Central CowsiteePSUs to the XXIII Ctngressnin

of the panty, it was said: ' he CPSU shows tireless concern for strensthening
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ourcoutre adeensvemight and consolidating our military union with
""-ot)ersoc~himst• •untrso Our party sees its duty in keeping the Soviet'
-1 dopJle iii-a state of- unceasing vigilance with regard to the intrigues of] 'th& em.eso,6f :peace-and does everything to prevent the aggressors, if J;

I-they tty tb violate peace, fi-m ever taking us by surprise, end to make
-i Ic~ta ; ieAlUtion overtakes them inexorably and promptly."

iThbdeforei ihLthe socialist countries as well, policy is one of
the mainM ta•tors detemning the building of the armed forces. But our
0olicy is -one- 62, Peace, ana.-the aim of our armed forces is not to capture
foreign lnds-ýand enolave weaker nations, but to ensure the peaceful labor
of the -people of socilaist states- defending their freedom and independence.

Thus, politics, along with economics, is one of the de-cisive fac-
tors •of the development and of the building of the armed forces. (Bditorts
kolke J,20O1

But in- speaklng of "the organization and development of the armed
f&rces, it must -iot be forgotten that their quantitative and qualitative
compo6ition is determind nbt only by the economic capacities of the state
and the dei•.ds of strategy and policy, but in the first instance by the
human resources ovailable, the number and quality of the able-bodied adult
popru.ation. I -. 905, Lenin -wote: "The, days have gone forever when wars
were ,aged- by mercmzxies or by representatives of a caste more or less
divoreed from the pe-4-le. -Wls are now wVed by the peoples..."[8) Pre-
cisely thL people have preently becdte the determining factor in the or-
geniiation ian dw.veippment of the a&med oorces• since it is upon the people
in the Ifina awA~ygis that the military, economic and moral potentials of
[the�state depend.

The greater the e6ope which wars have come to have, the more exten-
sively are the wams of the pyople heing involved in war and the greater
has become. the importance -accruing to the question of human resources.
They are essentia. not only for reinforcement of the armed forces but also
for work in the rear to supply the ineds of war and to assure the vital
functions of the states Therefore a sensible distribution of the human
resources as between the front and the rear, between the armed forces and
the economy of the country, exerciese a great influence on the quantitative
and quelitative composition of the armed forces in peacetime and in wartime.

But whereas the quantitative composition of the armed forces is
limited by the stze (f the population and the economic possibilities of
the country, their qualitativre composition is determined by the moral-polit-
ical state of the people and the -level of development of military equip-

-ment. People and military equipment constitute the foundation of the
armed forces. The intimate interaction and most rat~oual combination of
man and -equipment are the basis of the organizational development of the
armed forces and the starting point for all methods of waging war.

The problem of himan resources, especially from the point of view
of their -moral.-political state, is a most critical one for the capitalist
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states. It is the people which nourish the army with ideas and attitudes

and determine its fighting. spirit.

The high moral-political level among the people and, consequently,
among the armed forces in time of war 'is primarily determined by the just
goals of the war in question. But how can there be any talk of a just war
for the aggressive imperialist states? Such a war they do not wage and'
cannot wage. But in predatory wars, the interests of the people and those
of the ruling class of the capitalists are in sharp contradiction and it
is very hard to enthuse the people to fight in such a war, even with the
help of deception.

But for the socialist states, moral-political problems do not exist.
The just nature of the wars which they are compelled to wage against ag-
gressors is the source of the high morale of the people and armed Torces.

The socialist countries with their planned economy also have im-
measurably higher potentials for rational distribution of their human
resources between the armed forces and the national economy, as compared
with the capitalist states. The experience of the Second World War and
the Great Patriotic War confirmed this fact.

Despite the great manpower losses of the Red Aimy at the front,
especially at the beginning of the war, and the occupation by the Germans
of a considerable territory, the planned socialist economy made it possi-
ble to not only fully restore but even considerably increased the comple-
ment of the armed forces, constantly made up for their losses and simul-
taneously supported at the necessary level the war industry and agricul-
tural production.

The question of a broad-scale enlistment of the general public for
work in the war industry and in the national economy as a whole acquired
great significance in the USSR in the last war as a result of the mass
call-up into the Armed Forces and the occupation by the enemy of a consid-
erable territory. The able-bodied population not employed in consumer
goods production in rural and urban areas had to be mobilized for work
in industry. In 1943 alone, the labor mobilization of the general public
yielded 7,609,000 persons, including 1,320,000 for industry and construc-
tion, 3,830,000 for work in agriculture and 1,295,000 for work in lumber-
ing operatibns. [9)

A crucial question during the war was the training of skilled per-
sonnel. In the period from 1941 to 1943, a total of 11,600,000 workers
were trained via a system of courses and short-term schoolings and also
via individual study while working in industry. Furthermore, 1,600,000
skilled workers were trained in these same years via mill-factory schools,
artisan and railway schools. [101

As a result of the call-up into the Armed Forces of a considerable
portion of the male population in the USSR in the period of the war, there
was a considerable increase in the percentage of' work done by women, adoles-
cents and men over 50. Thus, the percentage of women among white-collar
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and blue-collar workers in the national economy increased from 38 per-
cent in 1940 to 53 percent in 1942. In agriculture, this percentage
was still higher: it rose from 52 percent at the beginning of 1939 to
71 percent at the beginning of 1943. The percentage of women in admin-
istration also rose. The percentage of workers and office employees un-
der the age of 18 employed in industry rose from 6 percent in 1939 to
15 percent in 1942; the percentage of those over 50 rose from 9 percent
in 1939 to 12 percent in 1942. [13 ]

Despite the enormous difficulties of wartime, the CPSU Central
Committee and the Soviet government managed, with the active backing of
the people, to effect a mass enlistment into industry of new staffs and
to organize the training and the proper distribution of manpower. There-
fore the war industry in the USSR did not experience any serious diffi-
culties from manpower shortage. This made it possible to free many mil-
lions of persons subject to military service for the Armed Forces.

At the same time, Fascist Germany proved incapable of resolving
the problem of the proper distribution of human resources as between the
armed forces and the sphere of material production despite the use of
huge masses of foreign workers importea from the occupied territories
and of prisoners of war. England, the US, Japan and other capitalist
states likewise experienced great difficulties in solving this problem
during World War II.

The last world war showed that the problem of human resources,
bound up with the necessity of a 100 percent participation of the gen-
eral public in the labor and military efforts of the country, is one of
the most acute problems of capitalism.

Thus, the degree of utilization of human resources and moral poten-
tials of the state in the organization and development of the armed
forces also depends on the character of the state's socio-economic and
pulitical system.

A definite influence on the organization and development of the
armed forces is likewise exerted by the national peculiarities and geo-
graphic location of the state.

The national peculiarities of a people find their expression in
such typical traits of an army as idealism, patriotism, sense of duty,
honor, discipline, bravery, endurance and others. Here, for example, is
how the well-known German General Guderian characterizes the Soviet sol-
diers and commanders: "The Russian soldier has always been distinguished
by special stubbornness, firmness of character andgreat steadfastness.
It became evident in World War II that the Soviet high command also is
highly capable in the realm of strategy. It would be right to expect in
the future, too, from the Soviet commanders and troops a high degree of
combat training and a high morale and to assure at least an equal train-
ing of our own officers and men. A native trait of Russian generals and
soldiers is obedience. They did not lose their presence of mind even in
the extremely difficult situation of 1941. The history of all wars bears
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witness to their stubbornness. Our soldiers ought to be trained in the
same firmness and stubbornness.," (12 ]

And here is how the Portuguese military writer Miksche character-
izes the German soldier: "The German soldier is well-trained, very disci-
plined, devoted to duty and punctual and reliable. He has a highly devel-
oped feeling of responsibility and to a certain extent of initiative...
But the well-known inclination of the Germans toward accuracy sometimes
develops into the opposite, operating like a boomerang. Everything must
go according to plan down to the most trifling details; but if for some
reason the plan of operation suffers -a lesion, then the whole meticulously
prepared system goes to pieces." [13 1

Miksche remarks that the American soldier is characterized by dyna-
mism and poor discipline, technical skill, low morale and narrow political
horizon.

The national peculiarities of individuals exercise an influence on
the procedure for formation of units and sub-units, on the methods of tac-
tical operations of troops, on their combat capacity and combat qualities.

For the capitalist armies, heterogeneous as they are in their com-
position, and also for the combined military forces of the imperialist
military blocs, the national peculiarities of human beings are an acute
problem, which it is impossible to solve in the context of a capitalist
society founded on antagonistic contradictions, including those bound up
with the national question. In World War I, the Austro-Hungarian army
went to pieces at the very first serious blows; the coalition of armed
forces of the fascist states proved unstable in World War II. The opera-
tions of the armies of the Western allies in- both world wars were charac-
terized by the presence of serious discord. Nor are the military blocs of
imperialist states founded recently free of acute contradictions and in-
ternal conflicts9

For the armed forces of the socialist states, no such national prob-
lem exists. Their personnel are trained up in the spirit of equality,
azity and fraternity among peoples, in the spirit of socialist internation-
alism, and are welded together by the single common goal of the fight for
the freedom and independence of their own states against aggressors. This
is the basis of their internal solidity and steadfastness. A model of such
armed forces is the Soviet Army. Multinational in its composition and uni-
fied in its military organization, it withstood the most difficult tribula-
tions in the years of the Civil War and the Great Patriotic War. Such armies
are invincible.

A definite influence on the organization and development of the armed
forces is exercised also by the geographic location of the state in ques-
tion, the dimensions and nature of its territory. The geographic position
influences in the first instance the structure of the armed forces, the cor-
relation in them of the various arms. The sea powers, for example, see their
military power in the creation of a powerful fleet and give preference to
its construction. Continental steses, on the contrary, devote their main
attention to the development of ground forces.
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It is likewise in function of the country's military geography that
the special units and divisions are created which are capable of opera-
tions in special terrain: mountain rifle, ski, airborne and other forces.

Finally, the organization and development of the armed forces can-
not be effected without taking account of the combat potential and trends
in the development of the armed forces of the probable enemy, as also the
nature of the war being prepared by him. On these two factors depend to
a considerable extent the composition of the armed forces, their organiza-
tional structure, their disposition, the various types of weapons and meth-
ods of waging war. The enemy's resources and methods of attack and of
waging war must be opposed by still more powerful means and effective meth-
ods for delivering retaliatory blows.

Such, in brief, are the. chief factors governing the organization
and development of the armed forces.

The influence of each of these factors upon the organization and de-
velopment of the armed forces cannot be considered in isolation one from
another nor yet apart from the over-all policy line and economic develop-
ment of the state. They are all intimately interconnected and interde-
pendent. However, their influence on the organization and development of
the armed forces is not identical.

Some of thiem, for example, the character of the social system, the
economy, politics, the number and composition of the population, exercise
a decisive influence on the organization and development of the armed forces
in all states, while such factors as the national peculiarities of the pop-
ulation, the geographic position of the state, are not of identical signi-
ficance for the various countries.

Aside from the factors listed, other factors proper only Ln the giv-
en state also exercise in each state a certain influence on the organiza-
tion and development of the armed forces, for example, the military tradi-
tions of the state in question, the nature and extent of its borders, its
relations with neighboring countries, its role in international affairs, and
the like. These are all definitely taken into consideration in the resolu-
tion of the questions of the organization and development of the armed forces,
but they are not common to all states.

An integral and very important element of the organization and devel-
opment of the armed forces in tbhiv' training for mobilization and deploy-
ment in the event of war. Not a single state, no matter how powerful it
may be economically, is in a position to maintain in peacetime such massive
armed forces as it requires for the attainment of the goals of war. These
forces are always kept at the minimum strength required to assure the safety
of the state at the outset of war and to provide for the preparation of mil-
itary trained reserves. It is true at the present time that the Soviet
Union, together with the other socialist countries are compelled to keep
deployed large armed forces, with a portion of them always ready for combat
due to the threat of a surprise attack with nuclear weapons on the part of
the aggressive imperialist states and the presence in these states of pro-
fessional armies, many millions strong. But even these forces of the Soviet
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Union and the other socialist states will not be sufficient for the waging
of a war. Their ranks will be swelled by new formations deployed in accord
with the mobilization plan.

This question is considered in detail in Chapter VII.

An integral part' of the organization and development of the armed-
forces is the elaboration of questions of military science, the creation of
scientific principles both for the organization and development of the armed'
forces as such and for the: treatment of questions connected with the gen-
eral problems of war, problems of operations, combat, combat training and
military training of personnel of the armed forces. The conclusions and
tenets of military science on all these questions find their most concentra-
ted expression in the appropriate regulations, instructions and manuals.

The military science of the capitalist and of the socialist states
serves a different policy and pursues entirely opposite aims. Therefore,
the questions with which they deal find likewise a differing solution.

Bourgeois military science is the paid servant of monopolistic cap-
ital. It is called upon to justify the preparation and waging by the im-
perialist states of predatory aggressive wars, to prove the inevitability
and even necessity of such wars, to hide from the masses of the people the
true causes end goals of war, to iron out the antagonistic contradictions
and conflicts in the organization and development of the armed forces, to
train and prepare them as obedient troops of the largest banking houses.

Soviet military science and the military science of the other so-
cialist states is a science of a most progressive and forward-looking social
system, on whose banner is etched: Peace, Labor, Liberty, Equality, Fra-
ternity and Prosperity. Its chief task is the clarification of the real
nature of war, the discovery of its objective laws, the demonstration of
the role of man and of equipment in war, the determination of the ways of
organizing and developing the armed forces, the working out of methods for
the fullest possible utilization of the objective potentials and the sub-
jective factors proper to socialist society for the attainment of victory
in a war in the event of a war being launched by the aggressive imperial-
ist states.

The irresistable force and superiority of the military science of
the socialist states lies in the fact that its methodological basis is the
Marxist dialectical method which makes possible a scientifically grounded
discovery and clarification of all the phenomena of war, both in the past
and in the present and in the future.

Neither a scientifically grounded organization and development of
the armed forces, nor any development of military affairs as a whole is
possible, unless account be taken of the conclusions and demands of mili-
tary science. It studies and collates the historical experience of human
society and shows the ways to practical solution of any questions of mill-
tary affairs in concrete historical conditions. Therefore the constant
development and enrichment of military:-science is a crucial part and a
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mandatory condition of the organizatio: and development of the armed forces.

Finally, in speaking of the organization and development of the
armed forces, it must be borne in mind that it is car•.ied out in strict
accord with the military doctrine accepted in the state in question. Mili-
tary doctrine is reflected most vividly in the organization and develop-
ment of the armed forces. It can be said without fear of error that as
the armed forces are, so is the military doctrine, for the armed forces
are the material basis of the military doctrine of any state.

The factors determining the organization and development of the
armed forces are objective quantities. Their operation is governed by
certain definite laws. In saw instances they exercise a favorable influ-
ence, in others an unfavorable one. Everything depends on thtconditions
in which these factors operate, and also on the potentials of the state and
the capacity of the strategic command to utilize them with the greatest
effectiveness.

The tasks of strategy and of the strategic command consist precisely
in directing the organization and development of the armed forces, on the
basis of a proper regard for the objective laws governing them, in strict
accord with the potentials of the economy and the demands of a future war,
in rationally coordinating the various services of the armed forces and the
arms within them, and in finding the most efficient. forms of organization
of them. Any defection from these demands in time of peace will inevitably
make itself felt in time of war.

In the context of capitalist states it is impossible to utilize
fully the objective factors in the interests of the most appropriate solu-
tion of questions of the organization and development of the armed forces.
There the very aim of the organization, development and purpose of the
armed forces clashes implacably with the objective factors which determine
the organization and development of the armed for.es; primarily it clashes
with the utilization of the masses of the people, who are not interested in
the predatory aggressive wars of imperialism and oppose its aggressive
aspirations.

In the capitalist state, there stand behind each service of the
armed forces the all-powerful monopolies with vested interests in extract-
ing from the government as many orders for war materials as possible, so
as to live off the profits of this business. The objective laws operating
in the realm of the organization and development of the armed forces are
of no particular interest to them. Here the decisive influence is exercised
by another law, to which the capitalist monopoliea lie in thrall, namely
the law of the making of maximum profits. The more complex a weapon is,
the more it costs and the greater the profits it brings in for the capi-
talists. The race for profits is the chief motive force in the development
of new means of waging war of new kinds of weapons and other military
equipment.

Therefore t ie trends in the organization and development of the
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armed forces in the capitalist states are determined primarily by the
war industry ionopolies. These monopolies which are economically the
more powerful and-are closest to the government ad whose reading of the
military situation-and mairket is the most accurate become masters of
the situation, while the role of the strategic command, heeded by the
puppets of these same monopolies. is frequently limited to runctions of
the distribution of military orders.

This does not, of course, mean that no account is taken in the
capitalist states of the nature of modern' war or of the other factors in-
fluencing the organization and development of the armed forces. These
are indeed all taken into account but they are measured not by criteria
of st-rategy but rather by the criteria of excess profits to which strat-.
egy is compelled to accommodate itself. The economic politicking of
monopolistic capital in the matter of the organization and development of
the armedi forces gives rise to a competitive battle between the various
services of' the armed forces for an increase in budget allocations and is
one of the main reasons for the incessant arms race.

The situation is env.irely different in the socialist states. Here
the trend in the organization and development of the armed forces is de-
termined not by the narrow selfish interests of Individual groups of per-
sons but rather by the interests of the state, the interests of the peo-
Iple as a whole. The foundation of the organization and development of
the armed forces in the rocialist countries is the Marxist-Leninist teach-
ings on war and the army, which provides a scientific basis for the role
of the objective and subjective factors in the organization and develop-
ment of the armed forces and shows the ways in which they may rightly be
used in concrete historical situations.

Every opportunity exists in the socialist states for the most ef-
fective exploitation of the objective factors in the organization and de-
velopment of the armed forces. Not only do they here not come into con-
flict with the resolution of the basic question of the organization and
development of the armed forces; their intelligent utilization even in-
creases the potentials of the state and makes possible the most effective
utilization of the economic, moral and scientific-technical resources.

But the objective factors are merely the possibilities and prerequi-
sites of a successful fulfillment of one task or another. To convert these
possibilities into actuality there is need further for the conscious activ-
ity of human beings, for their capacity to discover these possibilities
and make maximum use of them in the interests of the organization and devel-
opment of the armed forces. This conscious human activity may either im-
prove or adversely affect the organization of the armed forces, lower or
enhance the quality of armaments and other military equipment, speed up or
slow down the instruction of personnel,etc.

Therefore an exceedingly important and responsible role in the so-
lution of quistions of the organizatiun and development of the armed forces
accrues to the strategic leadership. On the basis of a meticulous
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consideration of the latest tendencies in the development of the means and'
methods of waging war, of the economic potentials of the state and of the

nature of the war being prepared by the probable enemy, the strategic lead-
ership determines the basic lines along which the organization and devel-
opment of the armed forces shall be pursued, the main lines of their train-
ing to repel aggression and also the chief tendencies in personnel train-
ing and instruction. The strategic leadership has the obligation of elabo-
rating scientifically grounded proposals in regard to the quantitative and
qValitative composition of the armed forces and in regard to the attain-
ment of the most rational proportions between the various services of the
armed forces and service arms, in regard to the creation of the most up-
to-date weapons and other military equipment and the determination of the
organizational structure of the troops.

The work of the strategic leadership on the organization and devel-
opment of the armed forces is not limited to peacetime. It continues even
during the course of war. Whereas in peacetime the whole sense of the
assignments of strategy and of the work of the strategic leadership con-
sists in assuring the appropriate and efficient organization of the armed
forces and their training to repel aggression, in wartime the assignment
of the strategic leadership consists in introducing, on the basis of combat
experience obtained, timely corrections into the organizational structure
of the armed forces into the methods of their combat use, into the devel-
opment of weapond and of other military equipment, and also into'the train-
ing of numerous and most varied reserves for the armed forces.

The socialist social system, with its highly organized economy and
inexkhaustible moral potentials enables the strategic leadership most pro-
perly to resolve all the crucial questions of the organization and devel-
opment of the armed forces both in peacetime and in wartime. These poten-
tials haves been extensively utilized by the Soviet Union and have withstorA
the test of the Great Patriotic War, The organization and development of
the arm&d forces in the socialist states is being presently effected in a
way which taker account of this rich experience. And it must be assumed
that the superiority of socialism over capitalism in this area is going to
play a decisive role also ina ururku e war, if the aggressive imperialist
states should latmch such a war against us.

The Basic D•rections in the Organization of the Armed Forces

The problem of directions to be followed in the building of the armed
forces is, in essence, A question of the nature and the methods of waging
war. Whatever the forces and weapons for armed conflict in the hands of
one country or another, such are the methods of waging war. The larger the armed
forces and the more poqerful their weapons, the more decisive are the aims placed
before them and tLe more active and decisive are the methods of their operations.

Throughout the history of all countries, the main preference in the
building of the armed forces as a whole, and of each service separately,
has been given to the development and improvement of thoae forces and means
of armed conflict with which these countries planned to assure the achieve-
ment of their -political aims by means of war. I iWe have already indicated
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that the sea powers as a rule gave preference to the development of their
navies, while the continental powers gave preference to ground forces.
The basis of development of each service of the armed forces was the most
powerful weapons available and military equipment with a potential for im-
provement, chosen-.so that superiority over the enemy should be assured,
both in destructive power and in the methods of its use in combat.

Until recently, the basic weapon of all services of the armed forces
was artillery. It was rightly considered the "god of war," since it was.
the main firepower of armed forces. Together with artillery, bombing
strikes of aviation and automatic weapons played a large part in the last
war. Therefore, all military equipment liland the methods of its applica-
tioniliwere modified so as to use most effectively artillery, aircraft, and
automatic-weapon fire during the war. The means of transportation and
control, and engineering and other similar military equipment also devel-
oped along these lines. Therefore, a combination of high firepower fnd a
high rate of troop mobility with continuous and firm control of them served
as the groundwork for the development of the armed forces.

Now let us see how this situation has changed at the present time,
and along what lines, from the point of view of technical equipment, the
development and buildup of the armed forces is possible under modern con-
ditions.

In nuclear war, III[Editor's Note #21 ]the basic weapon which will
be used to solve the main problem of war on land, in the air, and at sea
is the nuclear weapon; therefore it will primarily determine the direc-
tions of the development and buildup of the armed forces. The colossal
destructive power of this weapon and the possibility of making nuclear
strikes at any distance now make it possible to solve strategic problems
and to achieve the strategic aims of war not by successive destruction of
the armed forces of the enemy on the battlefield or by seizing his terri-
tories, but by simultaneous attack on the most vulnerable targets over all
enemy territory and against the most important groupings of his armed
forces. [Editor's Note #22 ]The targets for destruction will now include
not only and not so much armed forces deployed in theaters of military
operations, but in the first instance the economies of the belligerents
which are the material basis for the conduct of the war, the strategic
offensive nuclear weapons, deployed outside of military theaters, the sys-
tem of governmental and military control and the main communications
centers.

Consequently, the influence of combat means is now spread over the
entire territory of belligerent countries, so that in a future war the
boundaries between the front and rear will be erased and real pussibilities
will be created for the rapid destruction and withdrawal from the war of
entire nations, especially those with small territories. [Editor's Note
#23 and 24 ]

Thus, the nuclear weapon as the chief means of destruction in aIfuture war is presently determining the main line being taken in the organ-
ization and development of the armed forces and in the methods of waging
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a future war.* It is being introduced more and more intensively into
all services of the armed forces and is radically changing them from- the
qualitative point of view: it increases their combat potential, changes
the role and purpose of conventional weapons, makes necessary further
improvement of the technical equipment of the armed forces and the im-
provement of their organizational structure and requires the use of com-
bat methods which are new in principle. The nuclear weapon is already the
basis of the combat might of all services of the armed forces. Creating
the advantage over the enemy in this weapon and methods of its use is the
most important task in the building up of the armed forces in peacetime
as well as during the course of a war.

It must be taken into account ir, this that in creating an advan- ;
tage in strategic nuclear weapons at the p:• sent time, the main signi-
ficance is attained not by the quantitative side but by the qualitative
exponents of the combat peciaiarities of these weapons and the methods
of their use.[ Editor's Note # 25]

According to the American National Security Council, the United
States and the Soviet Union now have huge stockpiles of nuclear ammiunj.
"tion of varying caliber and designation. The American scientists Harri-
son Brown and James Riehl in the brochure The Society of Fear wrote that
the United States and the USSR together have stockpiles of explosive rn-
terials, the destructive power of which is equivalent to approximate].•
thirty billion tons of TNT, or about ten tons for each inhabitant on ,e
earth. illAt the present time, the stores of nuclear weapons have grown.
even more and will continue to build up even more.IiI In such a situatiomn,
of course, the deciding factor will be not the quantity but the quality
of the nuclear weapons, the means for deliveriag them to their targets,
&id the methods of using them.

The enormous scale of the devastating and dcstructive effect of
nuclear weapon3 of unlimited range and the complexities of battle with
ballistic missiles have contributed basically to the fact that in the
military-theoretical literature (Editor's Note #26] the ,opinirn is be-
coming more and more prevalent that it is possible to use nuclear weap-
ons alone to achieve the aims of war, as if no other combat means can
play any significant role. According to the adherents to these opinions,
massive strikes of the nuclear weapon can disrupt zhe economy and disor-
ganize the vital processes of even the greatest countries to such an ex-
tent that other types of military operations will not be of any real
consequence.

For example, Professor Bernard Brodie, the well-known author of
many articles and books on military strategy and an employee of the
RAND Corporation, writes:

"When we say that strategic bombing will be decisive, we mean that
if it occurs on the grand scale that existing forces make possible, other
kinds of military operations are likely to prove both unfeasible and
superfluous" [14].
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Starting from this thesis, be pushes strongly for preventive war
against the Soviet Union and suggests the concept of a preemptive strike
as a version of such a war. This concept is highly dangerous not only
to the Soviet Union but to all mankind, because American militarism from-
day to day becomes more insolent and spreads openly across America, pub-
licly proclaiming that complete eradication of the Soviet system must
become the national goal of the United States.

It is well known that nuclear weapons have terrible devastating
might and destructive power, that they are able, with one blow, to erase
from the face of the earth entire countries with small [ Editor's Note
#27] territories. Enormous damage can also be done in large countries,
especially when massive nuclear strikes are made against the most densely
populated industrial regions. However, in order to completely defeat an
enemy it is necessary to eliminate his ability to resist, to destroy
[Editor's Note #28] his means of nuclear attack and to eliminate his
naval bases. These problems can be solved only by complete defeat of the
enemy's armed forces and by seizure of his territories. [Editor's Note #29]

It is not possible to accomplish all these tasks with nuclear weap-
ons alone. Other types of weapons will also be needed, as well as dif-
ferent kinds of fighting equipment. In particular, in a future war one
may expect the employment of chemical and bacteriological weapons the
development of which is being given great attention in the Western
countries especially the United States.

The wide introduction into the armed forces of radioelectronic
equipment and its wide use in all areas raises the question of war in
the ether (electronic warfare).

This struggle is based on the use of radioelectronics which is
directed, on the one hand, to completely cancel or to limit the effec-
t..veness of enemy radioelectronic equipment, and, on the other hand, to
atwure successful use of one's own radioelectronic equipment and protect
it from Jamming by the enemy.

One of the main missions of such warfare is to disrupt the direc-
tlon and control of troops and weapons by active radio interference and
detruction of the enemy's most important radiotechnical systems and in-
stallations. This involves: destruction or Jamming of the electronic
fuses of bombs and missiles by radiation; interception of radio signals
and creation of interference in the radioelectronic equipment of enemy
airplanes and missiles; interdiction of enemy use of radioelectronic
equipment for ierial reconnaissance, navigation, bombing and guiding of
missiles in flight; and the disruption of the working of the enemy's
ground radioelectronic means used for directing troops.

Merely to list the uses of radioelect..onics indicates what a large
scope may be assumed by the campaign against the radioelectronic systems
and resources of the enemy and defense of one's own radioelectronic re-
sources from interference and Jamming by the enemy and how serious the
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1~ consequences of these-measures can be. 'Therefore, the development 0±f
radioelectronic devices has by now acquired the same' important signifi-
cance as the development of nuclear rocket weapons which, by the way,
cannot be used without radivelectronic equipment.

Along with the development of new types of weapons, conventional
weapons, which still have not lost their combat capabilities and can be
widely used in local wars as well as in a world war for solving the most
diverse problems both independently &-A in conjunction With new types of
weapons, continue and apparently will continue to be developed and im-
proved.

These are the outlined tendencies in the development of modern
armament and other military equipment. These tendencies allow certain
assumptions to be made about the paths of development of the armed forces
and about the main directions in their build-up.

The advent of nuclear rocket weapons and the development of avia-
tion and other means of armed conflict have, as we have already indicated,
again broi•ght to life the notorious theory of the possibility of the wag-
ing of war by small but technically well-equipped armies. The advocates
of such theories fail to consider that the new weapons and the new mili-
tary equipment, far from reducing the requirements of the armed forces for
personnel, increases them both in respect to combat personnel and in
respect to support personnel. The necessity of massive armies is also
occasioned by the fact that large simultaneous losses from nuclear blows
require considerable reserves for the reinforcement- ,- the troops and the
restoration of their combat capacity. Furthermore, the increase in the
geographic extent of the war and the creation by nuclear blows of enor-
mous zones of destruction and radioactive contamination require a large
number of troops for the defense and protection of national borders, rear
targets and communications, and for the liquidation of the consequences of
the atomic blows delivered by the enemy. Therefore, there can be no doubt
about the fact that a future war will be waged by massive multimillion-man
armed forces.

It is entirely evident that massive armed forces v.ell trained in
the use of modern military equipment will be required from the very first
days of war, since both the belligerent sides will be striving to achieve
their strategic and military-pulitical aims in the shortest possible time.
Combat activities with the vast use of nuclear weapons will develop imme-
diately on a large scale on the ground, in the air, and at sea, and will
assume a most decisive and violent nature. Under these conditions, it is
hardly possible to count on a more or less protracted period of time in
which to carry out complete mobilization and deployment of armed forces
as was the case in past wars. At the same time, not even a very economi-
cally strong country is able to keep its armed forces fully deployed in
peacetime.

[Editor's Note #30] The solution to this problem would be to maintain
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in peacetime those armed forces which would be in a position to reach at
least the nearest defieite 'strategic war objectives before successive
echelons are mobilized 4nd put into action. It is not by chance, therefore,
that the most, aggressive imperialist countri.!s, primarily the United States,
West Germany and the other NATO meiabers,, already mainta-in enormous armed
forces at a high degree of combat readiness and surround the countries of
the socialist camp with a dense ring of missile, naval, and air bases. Not
only do 'they not reduce their armed" forces, but they are continually increas-
ing their military might, especially the means for nuclear attack. MWre-

over, in planning to obtain definite advantages in the use of nuclear wvap-
ons, the US armed forces are on constant militarcy alert: with nuclear'
rocket installations in the launching position, airborne strategic bombers
carrying nuclear bombs -f enormous destructive power, and nuclear subma-
rines at sea armed with "Polaris" missiles. Of course, to agree to gen-
eral disarmament or even to a reduction in the armed forces would mean that
the United States and her allies in the imperialist blocs would have to
give up their aggressive predatory aims and their piratical policy, which
is dictated by the capitalist monopolies. They will hardly do this volun-
tarily. They can only be forccd to do this by the joint efforts of all
peace-loving nations, all the forces of peace and progress.

But whatever the nature of the peacetime armed forces, it will be
impossible for them to achieve all their war aims even using nuclear weap-
ons. All the same, it is necessary to mobilize troops for replacements
in the peacetime armed forces, as well as for achieviag the subsequent
strategic war aims. This mobilization will apparently take place in part
during a time of threat when international tension is mounting and will be
complete during, active cor, bat operations. (Editor's Note #31]

At thre present time the camed forces in the majority of states are
divide,. into services: ground forces, air forces and naval forces. In
the Soviet Union, the Strategic Rocket Troops and the National PVO Troops
are also separate services of the Armed Forces.

The reasons for the division of the armed forces into services are
the peculiarities of their striAtegic use, the capacity of each service more
or less independently to execute strategic and operational missions, the
necessity of the most effective utilization of the combat potentials of the
various weapons of war and of achieving greater smoothness and efficiency
in the command of troops and the organization of supply. It is bound up
with the combat properties and the purpose of the various types of weapon,
with the character of the combat missions executed by them and the methods

of their use it combat. For purposes of the most effective utilization of
the various types of weapons, each service of the armed forces is further
subdivided into arms or forces and special troops.

The basic principle of the orgwizational structure of the armed
forces is the coordination of the organizational forms with the demands
of war, the methods of conducting combat operations, the attainment of the
most advantageous combination of combat equipment and fighting man, so as
to assure a maximum effectiveness in the use of the various weapons.
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The foundation of contemporary mass armed f rces will be lraskets
[Editor's Note #321. They are a decisive force iu the hands of the high
commands since it is primarily they who will be entrusted with achieving
the main war aims: destruction of strategic and operational means of enemy
nuclear attack throughout his territory, disrupting war economy, disorgan-
izing the government and the military leadership, disrupting communications,
and defeating the strategic reserves. At the same time, Rocket Troops "ill
carry out a number of tasks in theaters or military operations, in partic-
ular: defeating important groupings of ground troops and aviation; de-
stroying operational means of nuclear attack, naval forces in the regions
where they are based, and supply bases; and disrupting the command and
communications systems of the enemy. The solution of all these problems
will create favorable conditions for successfully conducting combat opera-
tions with ground troops and other services of the armed forces and for
accomplishing the war aims.

Strategic Rocket Troops, as compared with other services of the
armed forces, possess the highest degree of combat readiness and are able,
in the shortest time, to destroy and demolish enormous numbers of objec-
tives over wide areas and at any depth, and are capable of causing the
enemy irretrievable losses, and in some cases forcing him to surrender. All
this p1jces Rocket Troops first among other services of the armed forces
and requires constant attention to their develo~pment and improvement.

Regardless of whether Strategic Rocket Troops are an independent
service of the armed forces, as in our country, or whether they are a com-
ponent part of other services, as in the United States, they have the main
role in solving fundamental problems in a future war. Therefore, the cre-
ation and constant maintenance of quantitative and qualitative superiority
over the enemy in this means of armed conflict and in methods of using it
is one of the most important problems of the building of modern armed forces.
The armed forces of the [Editor's Note #33] biggest countries are taking
this same course at the present time.

In addition to the development of Strategic Rocket Troops, nuclear
rocket weapons are also being widely introduced into other services of
the armed forces. While Strategic Rocket Troops are the decisive means
of the armed forces as a whole, rocket troops and rocket weapons of the
other services of the armed forces are the basic means of combat for each
of them.

Understandably, modern missiles, like any other uew weapons, require
further improvement and refinement of their tactical-technical properties
and simplification of thdir use in combat. There must be further increases
in effectiveness and target accuracy; shortening of the time required for
getting them ready for launching; improvement of their maintenance proper-
ties and launching equipment; the development of missiles using highly effi-
cient fuels simple in preparation and easily handled; and development of
the simplest and most suitable methods, in field conditions, for delivering
rockets, charges, and fuel components using all forms of transportation
including air transport.
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It is entirely understandable that no matter how significant the
role of Strategic Rocket Troops may be in a future war, they will still
not be able to solve all of the probltas of war. In order to achieve
victory in war it is still not sufficient to destroy the military poten-
tial of the aggressor, his strategic combat weapons, and his main groups
of armed forces, and to destroy his government and military leadership.
For final Victory it is absolutely necessary to defeat the armed forces of
the enemy, capture his military bases, if for some reason they cannot be
destroyed, and to seize strategically important regions. In addition, it
is also necessary to defend one's own country from invasion by land, air,
and naval forces. These' tasks and a number of others can be performed
only by modern Ground Troops who are reasonably strong in composition,
armament, and organization. They will play a very important part in
achieving the final war aims. Therefore, Ground Troops remain the most nu-
merous service of the Armed Forces and they will have the task of solving
the main problems of war in the land theaters of military operations.

The organization and composition of the Ground Troops are contin-
ually being modernized in accordance with the changing nature of war.
The basic qualities of Ground Troops under modern conditions are: high
firepower, mobility and maneuverability, the ability to make long marches
over great distances with or without roads, and adaptability of units and
formations to air maneuvers. The Ground Troops have great striking power
and are able to fight under conditions of the mass use of nuclear weapons.
Principal attention in their buildup is concentrated on the development
of those service arms and those types of weapons which will best assure
that the troops will have the above-mentioned qualities and will corres-
pond to the requirements and nature of a nuclear rocket war.

For success in combat operations by the Ground Troops it is abso-
lutely necessary to have firepower superiority over the enemy, for which
the Ground Troops must have those types of nuclear and conventional weap
ons which would allow them to destroy any targets throughout the depth
of operational formation, independent of weather, visibility, or enemy
countermeasures.

Therefore, rocket troops gain developmental advantages in the
Ground Troops, just as in the other services of the Armed Forces. In time
they will become the basic branch with the ability to destroy any objec-
tives in the interest of achieving operational goals. [Editor's Note J4]

The Ground Forces' rocket troops will be the basis of their combat
might. They will be used to destroy the crucial targets and any group-
ings of enemy troops which have for any reason survived the nuclear missile
blows of the Strategic Rocket Troops. Thereby the way will be cleared for
tank and motorized troops to carry out rapid penetration in depth. And
this same arm will be able, in case of necessity, to halt the surviving ad-
vancing enemy groupings by hitting them with nuclear blows. In order to
solve these problems, the rocket units of the Ground Troops must have
sufficient numerical strength and be an independent branch having high
mobility, the ability to carry out manenuvers with tank and motorized
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infantry troops and to work closely, when necessary, with Strategic
Rocket Troops.

Of the conventional means of fire support, Ground Forces need
those weapons which can provide simultaneously a large mass of fire for
suppressing enemy nuclear rocket weapons and his centers or resistance
and'i*or destroying tanks. Chiefly, these are rocket artillery- and anti-
tank r6ckets which, obviously, must be further developed.

In the Ground Troops the specific importance of tank troops will
apparently be even further increased. Tanks are more resistant to the
effects of nuclear weapons, possess high powers of penetration and high
speed without the need for roads, and are able to accc\mplish fast maneu-
vers ead make strikes in. great depth. They can quickly pass through ene-
my zones of radioactive contamination and use the results of their nuclear
strikes with the greatest effect.

Tank units and laxger units and formations have high artillery
firepower and are able, like artilleryý to destroy and overwhelm open and
concealed targets. With competent organization they are in a position not
only to use effectively the results of nuclear strikes, but also with their
many guns and armored strikes t!) remove from their path survivors of resis-
ting enemy troops; they can mako swift strikes along their flanks azd to
the rear and can make continuous deep penetrations. Of all the service
arms, tank troops are best suited to war with nuclear rockets.

However, it must be taken into account that present-day tanks have
become very vulnerable to antitank weapons, the development of which today
forestalls the development of tanks. Therefore, trends in the further
improvement of tanks are to increase the protective properties of armor
against antitank weapons and penetrating radiation, and to increase the
power of their armament, rated cruising range, mobility and maneuverabil-
ity, and to increase their terrain-penetrating capabilities over soft ground.

In general, the problem of increasing the speed and maneuverability
of Ground Troops is of primary significance in contemporary circumstances.

The ability cf Ground Troops for quick motion and swift maneuvers
must exceed that of past wars. To achieve victory in a future war, it is
not enough to have nuclear weapons and to have means for delivering them
to a target with high accuracy; it is also necessary that the Ground Troops
be able to move into regions which have been subjected to nuclear strikes.
Only when this problem has been solved can one speak of the effective use of
the results of nuc)lear strikes by tanks and infantry for final defeat of
the enemy, deployment of wJ•de maneuvering actions, and the development of a
decisive offense in depth. The old principle of combining firepower and
high-speed troop mobility when they exe imder continuous control he-s taken
on now new, even greater significance. Today, together with increased speed,
mobility, and terrain-penetrating ability of tank troops, the necel.sity bas
arisen of providing even motorized ineantry troops with fast, crors-country
vehicles,,yhich have high survivability, and with ithich it would br- possilUe
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not only to cover great distances but also, without haste, to carry out
combat operations under the most complex conditions of •terrain and situa-tion, and which when necessary could be airlifted together with the troops.

Dismounted attack in a future war will obviously •be a rare phenome-
non. Destruction of the enemy will be achieved primarily by nuclear weap-
on fire; in close combat, when it is impossible to use nuclear wt.,,ons,
the firepower of conventional weapous alone will be used, parti cua.rly that
of taks, aviation, artillery, and infantry, combined with high mobility

-and taeuverabilfty-. It must be borne in-mind that under modern conditions
success in battle and operations will often be attained by the destruction
with' nuclear weapons, of individual enemy groupings carrying out combat
operations along a wide front and in great depth, -and by the swift penetra-
tion of tank and motorized infantry troops for surprise attacks along the
flanks and in the rear areas against surviving and resisting enemy group-
ings.

In addition, it must be taken into account that when carrying out
maneuvers, troops may encounter in a future war insurmountable obstacles
in tL'e form of vast zones of destruction and radioactive contamination
created as- a result of nuclear strikes. Therefore, speed in carrying out
land maneuvers at the high rates of development of modern combat operations
will not always assure timely fulfillment of the mission assigned to the
infantry. If we also take iiv~o account the necessity in modern operations
of partial movements of trt~'p' to the enemy interior, it becomes obvious
that air maneuvers will b= :oat appi-opriate to the requirements of a nu-
clear rocket war. This is the most suitable method for accomplishing ma-
neuvers in modern warfare. For most timely and effective use of the results
of nuclear strikes, it is necessary to shift troops to the appropriate re-
gions fast enough so that the enemy there does not have time to organize
himself or to shift his troops there from other areas. Therefore, modern
motorized infantry, with the exception of units and subunits with heavy
weapons, must be able to be transported quickly by air over both short and
long distances. This will become, for the infantry, an ordinary phenomenon
such as railroad or automobile transportation, for example.

Solution of the problem of transportation of tank and motorized in-
fantry troops by air does not eliminate the necessity of having special
airborne troops trained to make parachute drops, airborne landings, and to
perform tasks in the enemy rear areas. Moreover, it should be expected that
the role of airborne troops in the operations of a future war and their im-
portance among Ground Troops will increase considerably. This can be ex-
plained by the changing nature and increased number of tasks to be performed.
In the last war, airborne troops were used chiefly for support of ground
troops in defeating enemy groupings, while now they must also perform inde-
pendently such missions as capture and retention or destruction of nuclear
missile, air force and naval bases, and other iL.portant objectives deep
within the theaters of military operations.

Because of the fact that tactical aviation in many armies will soon
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become one 6f the basic means of employing nuclear weapons, air defense
t~roops take on increasing value in the Ground Troops, They will have the
main role in repelling enemy nuclear air attacks against groupings of ground
troops and rear-area operation objectives. In- order to solve these prob-
lems, the troops of air defense of the Ground Troops must have improved
surface-to-air missiles in order to reliably intercept aind destroy-enemy
airplanes and tactical missiles at sufficiently long ranges and at low
and medium altitudes. Fighter aviation (Editor's Note #35] must have such
tactical-technical data and such rocket and radar weapons as -. iuld allow
them to positively destroy enemy aerial targets at any altitud', and at
ranges which- would provide protection for its troops from the effects of
means of enemy aerial attacks.

Speaking of the development of the Ground Troops as a whole, it is
necessary to bear in mind that it involves not only the introduction of
new and the improvement of old military equipment, but also thorough im-
provement of the organizational structure. We krow that the mobility and
maneuverability of troops depend not om1y on the means of transportation,
but also on the organization of 'units, the command zy•'3tem, the combat
methods employed by them, and, finally, the training and coordination of
combat organisms and the moral-political condition of the troops.

A typical feature of the organizational structuring of ground
forces in all advanced states at the present time is the effort to increase
the maneuverability and mobility of the units and divisions with a simul-
taneous enhancement of their striking and fire power. This is achieved
by reduction of personnel, complete motorization and mechanization, and the
introduction into armament of tactical nuclear weapons with sufficient
range and high degree of mobility.

Due to the development of the means of air attack, particularly the
nuclear rocket weapon, the role and importance of National PVO Troops has
increased immeasurably in the system of the Armed Forces. This service
of the Armed Forces was created for the purpose of antiair (PVO) and anti-
missile (PRO) defense of the country. Its mission, in conjunction with
the PVO troops of the Ground Forces, is to prevent penetration by enemy
means of air attack into the air space of the country and to prevent his
nuclear attacks against the most important regions and objectives of the
country and against groups of the Armed Forces: rocket troops, air, and
naval bases; areas of the location and organization of strategic reserves;
materiel storage bases; control points; comimwnications; and other impor-
tant objectives. If we say that in a future war rocket troops will have
the main role in making nuclear attacks on objectives throughout the enemy
territory, then the- National PVO Troops will play the principal part in
protecting the country from these attacks, in repelling enemy nuclear attack.
The National PVO Troops can also play a large part in safeguarding the oper-
ations of the other services of the Armed Forces.

In order to solve these problems, the National PVO Troops need
highly effective means of detecting, sighting, ard destroying aerial tar-
gets. Today, the backbone of the active means of air defense is the sur-
face-to-air missile troops, whose weapons have considerable range and
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high accuracy for destroying enemy planes.

The most important prospect for the development of the surface-to-
air missiles, in addition to increased length of rango, is the increase
in their extreme vertical range, making it possible to destroy enemy air-
craft at those distances and altitudes which would fully exclude them from-
using "air-to-ground" missiles against Importasut targets.

When account is taken of the prospects and trends in the development
of strategic and tactical aircraft both in our country and abroad, it 'can
be said that fighter aircraft will apparently plaxy a considerable role in
the air defense system of the country for the ; few yeawt Its devel-
opment with regard to increasing the speed, altitude, and '-Sage, and im-
proving missiles and radar, will allow it to conduct successful combat in
the future against enemy bombers. A modern air defense plane must be able
to remain aloft for a long time and carry out radar patrols and to shor'O
down an enemy in the air at any altitude at which he appears.

The rapid development of nuclear rocket weapons and their evolu-
tion into the basic means for making nuclear strike& on objectives in the
interior of a country poses a very serious problem for all countries in
the matter of creating an effective antimissile defense capable of destroy-
ing enemy ballistic missiles in the air. In principle, the technical solu-
tion of this problem has now been found.

The rapid development of spacecraft and specifically of artificial
earth satellites) which can be launched for the most diverse purposes,
even as vehivies for nuclear weapons, has put a new problem on the agenda,
that of defense against space devices -- PKO. It is still early to pre-
dict what line will be taken in the solution of this problem, but as surely
as an offensive weapon is created, a defensive one will be too.

Radto-engineering troops acquire iucreasing importance in the Na-
tional PVO system; they detect aerial targets and guide surface-to-air
missiles and fighter aircraft to them. In order to ensure fulfillment of
these missions, it is important, in the air defense system of the country,
to have a continuous radar coverage with the boundary of detection as far
as possible from the borders of the country and from protected targets, in
order to have enough time to prepare the active weapons of PVO for repelling
the enemy air attack. The radar coverage is plasnned so as to assure detec-
tion and guidance at all altitudes at which modern means of enemy air attacks
might be used.

There must be a big-scale development in the air defense system of
Jamming devices which can be used effectively against the guidance systems
of manned and unmanned air-attack weapons.

The most important problem in the area of the development of PVO
Troops is improvement in the automation of systems for orientation,target
d,;signation, and guidance of surface-to-air missiles, fighter aircraft,
ýnd radar troops.
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Thus, air defense systems and equipment must be developed along
the following lines: an increase in their effectiveness and reliability,
an increase in the range and janming resistance immunity to surface-to-
a,.r and aviation missile complexes, the wide introduction of automation
in commanding troops in order to assure positive destruction of any aerial
targets, using countermeasures at all altitudes and with a minimum ex-
penditure of air defense weapons.

However, the development of National PVO Troops must consist not
only of improvement in military equipment, but also of improvement in their
organizational structure, which will allow them to use their combat capa-
bilities to the utmost. Simultaneous solution of these problems will
assure the creation of aPVO and PRO system which would be insurmount-
able by all modern means of enemy air attack, or at least would reduce
to a minimum the possibility of breakthrough to protected objectives.

Today, the Air Force is a special situation. In recent years,
there has been keen competition between the bomber, the missile, and air
defense weapons. In this competition, air defense weapons have gained
a great advantage over bomber aviation. Long-range bombers, whose flight
it is practically impossible to conceal, given the- modern radar reconnais-.
sance resources, have become especially vulnerable. In covering great dis.
tances at relatively low flight speeds, long-range bombers will often be
forced to be in an air defense zone for extended periods of time, which
seriously complicates their carrying out combat operations.

Consequently, the missions of destruction of tel'gets deep in the
enemy's territory will be executed more reliably by the Strategic Rocket

L Troops.

True, "air-to-ground" type missiles with range up to 400-600 kilo-
meters and more have been developed on a broad scale abroad. This -is con-
viderably expanding the capacities of long-range bombers which are begiu-
ning to be converted into rocket carriers capable of delivering blows at
enemy targets without entering the zone of his air defense. Thus, for
example, the "Hound Dog" missile (range of about 800 kilcoeters) has been
incorporated into the U.S. Strategic Air Force's arsenal; and in England
the "Blue Steel" missile (range: 600-1000 kilometers) is being developedo
But even in this case the strategic bomber aircraft cennot regain its lost
importence. Its speed is too lw as compared with that of ballistic mis-
siles.

A considerable portion of the missions formerly executed by frcntal
( tactical ) bombers are also beginning to be handed over to operatirnal.
tactical missiles. But even this type of aircraft has not entirely ex-
hausted its combat potential. The arming of bombers and fighter bombers
with various classes of missiles enables them to operAte successfully on
the battlefield and to execute successfully enough ecibat missions in sup-
port of ground forces, especially in zones with a veak anti-aircraft defense.!
Furthermore, there are many specific missions, for eample the destruction
of moving targets, which can be executed more successfully by bombers or
fighter bombers than by missiles. The further improvement of aircraft
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S missile equipment may cosiderably increase the effectiveness of action of

bomber aircraft on the battlefiela.. But evidently the nature of their
missions and the method of execution of these missions will be correspond-
ingly changed.

Thne combat potential of frontal fighter and fighter bomber :aircraft
enable them, effectively to support ground troops on the battlefield and,
in conjunct:Lon with surface-to-air missile troops, will be able to carry
out missiona of covering troop concentrations and important objectives from
attack by enemy aircraft deep within the service areas of 'A front. rhut for
this they must have greater speed and altitude than the eniemy. Fronta&
aviation could be especially effective in destroying the enemy's means of
nuclear attack, primarily rockets, on the battlefield. Apply1ing-the method
of "sweep tactics" and using even conventional weepons, it is at to dis-
organize the actions of enemy rocket troops, and if not frustrate, at
least seriously decrease the effiectiveness of their nuclear attacks.

Aircraft have the important mission of aerial reconnaissance for
all services of the Armed Forces, especially Rocket Troops. Hence, means
of reconnaissance aviation are continually being improved in the directions
of increasing their capacity to detect enemy targets at high speeds and
altitudes at any time of day and in apy weather and automatically transmit
the reconnaissance data directly from the plane to the appropriate head-
quarters over great distances.

As has already been stated, modern war imposes especially high re-
quirements on air transport. High load-carrying capacity, the ability to
accomplish mass troop movements and carry huge loads over any distances
using the most primitive landing fields and even without landing fields,
remain the most important of these requirements.

Speaking of the development of aviation as a whole, it should be
acknowledged that it has still not exhausted completely its combat possi-
bilities and prospects in modern war. Taking into account the trends in the
development of missiles and radioelectronic equipment, the further improve-
ment of aviation, its adaptation to airdromeless bases, and improvement of
technical and flying qualities can considerably increase its combat capa-
bilities in performing missions on the battlefield and in operations in the
theaters of military operations.

Long-range bomber craft, armed with long-range missiles, retain
the capacity of delivering independent blows to enemy targets, especially
at sea ard in the ocean, but also on the coast and in the deep areas of
the enemy territory. At least for the immediate future, the air force will
still retain likewise such combat missions as joint operations with ground
and naval forces, especially the conduct of aerial reconnaissance, landing
of troops and transport of materiel, evacuation of wounded and sick and

lassurance of communications.

The direction in the building of Naval Forces, as in all other ser-
vices of the Armed Forces, is determined not only by the nature of weapons
and other militery equipment, but also by those missions which they will be
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designated- to perfrm, in ýa futured w&,. 3lzperiaas ontisw
aggressive policies dfrected against the us• and the other socialist
countries are directing the main efforts in, he dev lo int of th•eir
navies to the building of offensive forces and in thei instance
aircraft carriers and missile-carrying sub=,inesVh~tch are able to
make nýiclear attacks on .important objectives in coastzl i•egi.ons as well
as deep within the territory of the sbcialist c am. [Editor's Note #36)

At the Ebme time, the Navy will keep such iportant, tasks 6s com-
batting the enemy's naval forces on the sea and at bases and a lso dis-
rupting his ocean and sea transport. These problems can be solved mosteffectively by submarines and planes armed with nuclear rocket we'pons

and torpedoes. A certain number of surface ships are alsoJnecessary to
safeguard the activities of submarines and to perform secondary missions
such as protection of naval €c6munication lanes and coordinatio• with
Ground Troops in operations carried out in coastal regions.

The most important features which submarines should have are,
high autonomy, high speed, the ability to fire missiles when submerged,
a reasonably large supply of missiles and torpedoes, high protective
capabilities and particularly great depth and speed of submersion, and
the ability to remain submerged for long periods of time.

These features allow submarine forces to make nuclear rocket
strikes against coastal objectives and to engage in successful combat
with the navy of the enemy.

Naval aviation must be able to attack enemy warships at sea at a
distance at which they will not be able to use their aircraft-carrier
forces and missiles for attacking targets in the cocialist countries.
In addition, naval aviation will be called upon to destroy enemy trans-
portation at sea and at their bases.

In order to safeguard naval combat operations, it is necessary to
have sufficient reconnaissance and antisubmarine 'Arcraft, and also
special antisubmarine PLO) and air defense (PVO) ships, radar patrol ships,
minesweepers, etc.

Account must also be taken, in the development and organization
of the Navy, of the problem of assuring joint operations with Ground
Troops and, primarily, the mission of bringing ashore amphibious ianding

• Uforce s.
The organizational structure of the fleet must correspond to the

projected methods of combat at sea and to the requirements of a future
war,

When speaking of the building of the Armed Forces as a whole and
of each service separately, it must be taken into account that the most
important principle of Soviet military art -- victory in war by the com-
bined forces of all services of the Armed Forces and of all means of
armed conflict with maximum utilization of all their combat capabilities --

298

' i.



remains in force at the present time. Therefore, the requirement of

the need for developing and imprbving all services of the Armed Forces
and serývice arms, their armaments, eq:¢iipment, organization, and training
must serve as the foundation for building the Armed Forces. However,
the main emphasis must be placed on those forces and means of armed con-
flict which will be used for solving the chief problems and achieving
the main aims or war, i.e., to develop primarily those forces and weapons
which will play the most active role in the war.

In a future nuclear rocket war, this force and these resources
will be the Strategic Rocket Troops and the nuclear rockets in all the
other services of the Armed Forces. And they must be given preference.
It is self-evident that, in the course of the war, the role: and relative
importance 'of the services of the Armed Forces, their 'branhes and their
armament must vary in accordance with the course of the war itself and
the nature of the missions which the troops will perform during its in-
dividual stages.

These, in our opinion, are the basic courses to be taken in the
building of the Armed Forces; they are determined by the present-day
military-political situation, economic factors, and the development of
armament and -other military equipment. These lines of development are
more or less characteristic of all highly developed countries at the
present time.

However, it must be borne in mind that trends in the development
of armed forces are not constant. They always undergo, and will undergo
in the future, various changes depending upon the changes in the military-
political situation, economic factors, and the development of technical
means of waging war. In military strategy, timely study and considera-
tion of these changes must be made when determining the organizational
structure of the armed forces and methods of waging war.

In the building of the Armed Forces of the USSR, it is also neces-
sary to consider all the trends of development in enemy armed forces in
order that there be a countermeasure for each new type of weapon developed
by the enemy. The main thing here is to have continual superiority over
the enemy in the basic services of the Armed Forces and in the basic
means and methods of warfare. It is especially necessary to have cun-
tinual superiority over the enemy in firepower, mobility, and maneuver-
ability.

But to have technically well-equipped Armed Forces still does not
mean that all of the problems of their development have been solved. It
is necessary that the Armed Forces completely master this equipment and
that they be able to use it skillfully in war, in order to achieve victory
with minimum human losses. Military equipment can btý quickly restored
and put back to service, or new equipment can be produced, but it is im-
possible to replace loss of personnel. Therefore the constant improvement
and perfection of the combat skill of the troops is an immutable law for
the Armed Forces. The crucial principle of instruction is to teach the
troops what they need for war, to prepare them for operations in the com-
plex and difficult situation of a future war. The successful solution of
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this problem is possible only on condition of a strict ObserVance- of
the principle of the unity of military and political -instruction and-
training, the instilling into all the personnel of the Armed Forces ofa high dt-gree of Communist conviction and devotion to the discharg~e 6f

their military duty.

The, most important quality ot the -Armed. Forces under modern condi-
tions is their high combat. readiness and- their •ability to iim6diately
initiate asi conduct combat operations in any, even the modt- diff-idult,
situation in the event war is unleashed by an aggressor. This is assured
by the entire system of the building of the Armed Forces, the neCes6ary
staffing of personnel and modern miilitary equipment, in unity and for-
mations asnd by maintaining a high. morale and combat spirit among per-
sonnel. Troops must be constantly well-prepared for action under condi-
tions when all modern destructive means, especially nuclear weapons,
might be used. Troop location must ensure the fastest possible combat
deployment. High combat readiness of the Armed Forces is also assured
by the early creation of a system of troop command which will satisfy
the requirements of modern war, by highly trained commanders and command
elements, and by their ability to accomplish firm and continuous command
of troop combat activities. (Editor's Note #37]
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EDITOR'S NOTE ON CHAPTER VI

Followinc, the discussion of "the nature of modern war and the organ-
ization of the armed forces" in the past chapter, the editors of WUCtWAy
Stk•tegy next consider "methods of conducting warfare."

In the first two editions of this book, Chapter VI contained four
sections: (1) Development of Methods of Warfare, (2) War Plans of the
Imperialists and-Their Possible Method for Initiating a New War, (3)
Methods for Conducting Modern Warfare and (4) Problems of Using Outer
Space for Military Purposes.

As already noted, two of these sections have been moved to Chapter
II. These were the second section listed above, "War Plans of the
Imperialists and their Possible Method for Initiating a New War" and the
"Problems of Using Outer Space for Military Purposes. Insofar as the
latter section is concerned, the Soviets could not admit to designs
of "using outer space for military purposes" since the signing of the
Test Ban Treaty. Still wanting the subject discussed, but without any
motives attributed to themselves, they have placed this section under
"The Military Strategy of the Imperialist Countries."

Therefore, this chapter, "Methods of Conducting Warfare," consists
of two sections, (1) Methods of Conducting Past Wars and (2) Methods of
Conducting Modern War. In these two sections, nine of the pages are
completely new to the third edition.

In the first edition of ML~taAy Sttategy, the editors had noted
that "Soviet military strategy should study methods of conducting both
world and local wars." The third edition is more specific:

"...the scale of war must be taken into consideration -
whether it is world or limited, local, civil or national liber-
ation; whether it has been unleashed by a surprise attack or by
the gradual involvement in the war of separate countries, and
whether the aggressor uses nuclear weapons in the very beginning
of the war or in the course of its waging..."

This ad•icd paragraph follows, in general, the stated purpose given
in the foreword to the third edition is that "more light has been shed
upon the ... question of categories of war in the modern age.'

The first section, "Methods of Conducting Past Wars", starts out with
but slight changes from the earlier two editions. In the latter part of
the section, the third edition introduces "the post-World War II period."
Readers are told that new weapons "brought about radical changes in the
methods of waging war up to and including a complete revolution in all
areas of military art." The section ends with a paragraph explaining the
importance of studying Soviet military theoretical writings.
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